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PREFACE

Following the announcement of its appointment on April 11,
1967, this Commiittce held a serics of meetings with a number of
chairmen of departments. Subsequently alf departments were
asked to submit detailed reports on their experience with the re-
cruitment and retention of faculty members. The Committee also
secured similar information from the heads of centers, institutes,
and departments relating to research appointments.” It sought
as detalled and precise information as could be assembled on
every offer, formal or informal, made over the past decade
to attract a person to a tenurc appointment at Harvard; it also
assembled data on the limited nuiuber (twenty-four in ten years)
who left this faculty to accept an appointment at another educa-
tional institution.

The Committee devcloped a check list of information on sala-
ries, benefits, and practices which it desired to obtain from other
leading universities. With the assistance of Dean Ford, arrange-
ments were made to sccure these data from ten other universities
on a confidential and reciprocal basis. This comparative infor-
mation shows individual salaries for the ranks of professor and
associate professor by age and years since the Ph.DD. Such data
have never previously been available.

In ecarly %ecenlber a detailed questionnaire, “The Harvard
Environment for Study and Living,” was distributed to secure
information on housing, schooling, and financial stress of fac-
ulty families, offers of appointments clsewhere, and views and
attitudes on a range of questions relevant to our work. This
questionnaire also yielded a number of thoughtful letters by
individual members of the teaching and research staff. Seventy-
six per cent of the tenure faculty and 65 per cent of the non-
tenure faculty replied to the questionnaire (see Appendix Table
I for detail on the replies).

Studies of private and public schooling in the Cambridge
area and of the housing market confronting faculty members
were arranged for, and a large amount of data dealing with the
growth, compensation, appointment procedures, appointment
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charts, and work load of the Harvard faculty were gathered.
The Commitree as a whole, or as individuals, explored questions
related to its assignment with a number of groups including
tenure and non-tenure members of the faculty, graduate students,
undergraduates, and administrative officers. '

[t was early determined, in reply to an inquiry from the
Dean, that our assignment was already so brong that it would
not be appropriate to include within our purview a detailed
study of the problems of teaching fellows, Subsequently a
committee of the faculty was a'pgomted, under the chairman-
ship of Professor Robert L. Wolff, to consider a number of
questions relating to the graduate school and to teaching fellows,
This Committee has made available to Professor Wolff and his
colleagues the tabulated replies to its questionnaire by teaching
fellows and other information we have gathered relevant to
their assignment.

The Committee is deeply appreciative of the genuine cospera-
tion it has received from in£vidual members of the faculty,
department chairmen, the Dean, and the administrative staff of
the facuity and the University. At considerable expenditure in
time and energy our questions have been answered and our re-

uests for inforimation and opinion have been provided thought-
ully and conscientiously. We are the more grareful since much
of the information was necessarily sensitive and personal; our
deliberations and this report have sought faithfully and fully to
respect the candor and confidence of those supplying us this
information.

The Committee has received valuable assistance from Dr.
Dean K. Whitla in the preparation and analysis of the question-
naire. It is also grateful to Mr. Wallace McDonald for the
preparation of data furnished by other universities, to Dr. Ken-
neth M. Deitch fer work on comparative salaries and benefits,
to Mr. Spencer C. MacDonald for a study of Cambridge private
and public schools, and to Miss Verna C. Johnson for an analysis
and tabulation of the appointment charts. Dr. Humphrey Doer-
mann has served as executive secretary to the Committee, filling
our almost endless requests for information. The Committee
has assembled a large body of information related to the char-
acteristics, compensation, and environment of the faculry. We
have sought to interpret these data in the light of the opinions,
views, and aspirations communicated to us in varying ways.
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At the outset the Committee determined that it was not its
assignment to develop a statement of the total financia’ needs
of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences. The needs of the faculty
and the opportunities for fruitful new experditures are very
large, and they are regularly conveyed to the President and gov-
erning boards. The Committee is keenly aware of the need
for a continuing increase in the Harvard salary scale at all rar” -
But the Committee recognizes that it must formulate its recom-
mendations within the constraints of such resources as are or
may be available, We are required to assign priorities and
thereby to relegate some meritorious proposals to an inferior
}f)osition. Compelled to concentrate on measures and procedures

or improving the faculty’s effectiveness, we have had to be
rigorously selective in defining those areas which, in our opinion,
most urgently require attention.

Although the problems of faculty recruitment and retention
considered by this Committee are in some respects distinctive to
Harvard, the present report concerns issues which to a greater
or a lesser degree also confront most of the colleges and universi-
ties of America. We hope, therefore, that the way in which we
define and approach these issues may be of some general interest.

HerscHEL BAKER

MEeRLE Fainsop

Oscar HanpLiN

G. B. Kistiakowsky

Epwarp S. Mason

J. C. STREET

Joun T, Dunvrop, Chairman
May 1, 1968
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.Chaprer [
INTRODUCTION

The Committee’s Assignment

At the faculty meeting of April 11, 1967, President Pusey an-
nounced the appointment of this “special committee to consider
problems involved in the recruitment and retention of pro-
fessional staff in the Faculty of Arts and Sciences.” Mr. Pusey
said that he and Dean Ford wished the Committee to make “a dis-
passionate study of what will be required to keep the Univer-
sity’s central faculty strong and keep it advancing.”

he mandate to this Committee could scarce%y be broader.
Few developments within Harvard University, in Cambridge,
or even in the life of the country at large do not in some way
affect the capacity and performance of this faculty in “the re-
cruitment and retention of professional staff.” The letters of
appointment to the Committee, however, contained two para-
graphs providing more speciiic terms of reference:

The need tn review terms, titles, and conditions of academic ap-
pointment is clearly implied by the ver; act of establishing this
committee. Many of our rules affecting such matters appear to have
stood well the tests of time and experience. Others, framed in other
days and circumstances, may be sufficiently out of tune with the
contemporary backﬁround to require medification. Obviously, the
Corporation would have to weigh any suggestions for cha?jge against
considerations of costs, equity throughout the rest of the Univensity,
and administrative feasibility. However, it now seems timely to
mobilize the best Faculty opinion and to consider carefully what-
ever recommendations may be forthcoming.

There arc several matters which will probably also concern you
mnd vour colleagues, including the difficult question of allocation of
the Faculty’s resources as between senior and juninr appointments.
Another such problem (of tactical mecessity versu- fairness acrns:
the voard) is posed by differences among the several departments in
terins of their needs and the external “market conditions” they face.
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Still another is suggested by the new titles and functions which have
appeared with the proliferation of research centers and o-her affili-
ated institutions. We face the need to muke as much sense as we
can out of the increasing heterogencity of our community, without
losing all sense of structure in the crdering of designations, privi-
leges, and compensation.

While the Committee’s instructions leave it unfettered in its
examination of problem areas and in ‘ts .arch “or useful initia-
tives and proposals, in the end it is essenti. . to select a few critical
arcas and to establish priorities in making recommendations.
The Commitvee has followed such a procedure. We have ex-
plored a wide range of factors which have been thought by
members of the faculty ro influence the recruitment and reten-
tion of the faculty; we have assembled a large body of data on
the experience and views of this faculty and of other universi-
ties, but we have sought in our conclusions and recommendations
to identify the issucs and proposals of the greatcst priority and
urgency.

Preceding Commiittees

In the past thirty years four committees have considered some
of the issues examuned here. Their findings appeared as: Repore
on Some Problems in the Faculty of Arts amy Sciences, March
25, 1939, generally referred to as the Committee of Eight re-
port; The Economic Status of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences,
September 1, 1950, generally referred to as the Greene report;
and the parallel Report of the Commmittee on Compensation,
February 1o, 1956, and the Committee on Appointments, Pro-
motions, and Retirements, March 14, 1956, often referred to ‘as
the Bundy reports.

The 1939 Committee of Eight report still provides the basic
statement on “guestions of policy and procedure relating to ten-
ure, promovion, and general status of the younger tcaching mem-
bers of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences.”” There have, of course,
been significant increases in salary from the 1939 scalz of the
$2,500 proposed for instructors (with a Ph.D. degree) and a
salary range of $8,000 to $12,000 for the rank of professor. But
the main outlines of the policies advanced by the Committee of
Fight remain intact despite significant changes in many of its
premiscs.

The 1939 report proceeded on the explicit assumption that
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the total budget of the faculty was assumed to be “fixed for the
predicrable future” and that ‘the size of the faculty would re-
flect this financial picture (p. iv). In fact, the number of pro-
fessois and associate J)rofessors increased from 175 in 1939~40
to 227 in 1951~-52 and 330 in 1966-67 (sce Appendix Table II),
The number of graduate students also rose from 1338 in
1938-39 to 1815 in 195152 and 3030 in 1966-67. Clearly the
faculty has had to confront complex issues of growth in ap-
pointments and graduate students not envisaged by the report,

The Committ.e of Eight expressed a concern that the per-
sonnel of the faculty should reflect not only the advancement
of learning but interests, issues, and controversies vital to the
contemporary world. The report admonished the University
and its several departments to “make a conscious effort to offset
the natural tendency to academic isolation and the narrow per-
petuation of its own internal tradition” (p. v.). Today a httle
more academic isolation might be welcome. In his report to the
Board of Overseers for 1966-67 President Pusey observed:
“Today the trumpeting outside is so strongly for action that
cloistered learning has become almost something to be depre-
ciated. This moog is now having a strong effect on universities.”

The Committee of Eight report dealt with the problems of
younier teachers at Harvard in a day when there were few jobs
elsewhere, Harvard salaries at non-tenure ranks were above scales
at other universities, and the task was to develop rules to move

oung teachers up or out. The situation is quite different today.

he %Iarvard salary of $7,800 for an instructor (with a Ph.D.
degree) in most departments is well below starting rates in many
first-rate universities. Recruitment of young tcachers from out-
side is often a problem. The Committce of Fight envisaged that
one out of two faculty instructors (assistant rofessors) could
look forward to tenure at Harvard (p. z0). The present figurc
is more like one out of five or six (see Appendix Table %‘%)
Even the average age of tenure appointments has changed from
thirty-ninc in 1939 to thirty-five in recent ycars.

‘The Greene report of 1950 “was not authorized to, and did
not, develop explicit recommendations.” That committee made
a comprehensive study of .the economic status of the faculty
and found that “Prior to the war Harvard salaries in the instruc-
tor, assistant professor, and associate professor ranks were clearl
at the top of those in major American universitics. In the foK

3
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lowing decade leadership at these levels was lost, until Harvard
salaries for instrucrors and assistant professors ranked no better
than the middle of a group of eleven univerities in 1948-49"
(p- 178). In the fall of 1950 the Harvard salary scale for in-
structors was raised from §3,500 to $4,000, for assistant professors
there was an increase from $4,500 to $5,000, and the starting
salary for associzte professors was increased from $s5,000 to
§5.500. The professorial rank remained at the $9,000 to $15,000
range. The report concluded that “the general salary scale at
I('Iarvar;i must be substantially increased during the next decade”
p. 184).

The 1956 Report of the Conmmittee on Comnpensation recom-
mended changes in compensation and fringe benefits. It pro-
posed a wholly non-contributory retirement plan with Harvard

aying the 5 per cent of salary which had previously been paid

y the faculty member. The effect of this change, subsequently
adopted, was a 5 per cent salary increase in addition to tax
advantages. The recommendation of comprehensive medical
insurance, protection against permanent disability, and the ex-
tension of the University health service to faculty members was
adopted. Faculty Club dues were abolished. But the recom-
mendation for tuition scholarships for faculty children was not
accepted by the University.

Priority Issues

Our Committee has identified five major groups of issues sig-
nificant to the recruitment and retention of the faculty. The
strength and vitality of the faculty, and the whole University,
in the years ahead may well turn on the response to these com-
plex problems. The conclusions and recommendations of this
report are sununarized in its final chapter under the same five
headings.

1. Titles, Salaries, and Benefits. Almost alone among major
universities, Harvard retains the rank of instructor for the young
scholar and teacher who has completed the Ph.D. degree or its
equivalent; elsewhere that title has been dropped, as in fact it
has in many departments here. Some of our departments usc
the rank ofyinstructor only for young scholars wiio have com-
pleted their degrees here, thereby creating possible disco:d with
those hired from other institutions with the same qualifications
but with the rank of assistan: professor. The capacity of the fac-
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-ulty to recruit promising young scholars and teachers is affected,
in some departments much more than others, by the present ranks
and salary scales.

The Harvard salary scales have traditionally been administered
to provide more homogencous salaries among fields and among
professors at the same age than at other leading universities. The
Commiteee of Eight in 1939 recommended that “the University
adhere to its traditional principle of uniformity wichin each rank.
This principle restricts the University’s bargaining capacity in
particular instances; but it protects the Harvard community
from the grievances which arise so easily when individuals are
favored” (p. 27). This policy was easier to maintain in a day
when Harvard’s average salary lead over other universities was
larger than it is today. The rapid expansion of higher education
and new centers of first-rate quality have developed additional
strains, The problem is less one of supcr-grades and the “star
system” at the top of the salary scale than the rate of salary
advance for a much sought-after younger scholar in the face
of strong bids from competitors.

II. The Recruitmment Process. In ihe highly comperitive aca-
demic market the question arises whether the search and re-
cruitment process for faculty can be improved. The procedures
for such search and recruitment vary widely within depart-
ments, as do the vigor and skill with which they are pursued.
The ad hoc committee has been a distinctive feature of Harvard
recruitment. Any report directed to the problems of the recruit-
ment of the faculty cannot ignore the process itself.

I1I. Research Appointmments. Research appointments have
grown more rapidly than any other rank in the faculty. These
appointments, under such titles as Research Fellow and Research
Associate, have increased from 181 to s41 in the period since
1951-52, and while concentrated in the natural sciences they
have also developed in other areas (see Appendix Table III). The
educational, research, and financial consequences of this expan-
sion may need review. In some departments these research
scholars compete for the scarce time of senior professors; but
they also participate in departmental rescarch programs and in
the teaching of undergraduates and graduate students. The
contributions and claims of such appointments, including de-
mands on limited space, have not beecn carefully considered
by some departments.
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IV. Housing and Schooling, The Boston metropolitan area,
and the Cambridge community particularly, might reasonably
be expected to be a factor in the recruitment and retention of
the Harvard faculty. The significance of this environment for
our assignment is not casy to assess. It is intercsting to note
that the Committee of Eight report in 1939 obscrved: “The nn-
satisfactory housing and schooling conditions in Cambridge now
tempt young teachers with relatively small salarics either to live
elsewhere or to add to their incomes by doing outside work
which interferes with their scholarly pursuits. %‘hc Committee
believes that there should in the ncar furure be a comprehensive
explorationi of both of these problems” (p. xxiii). Our Com-
mittee is of the view that the vpportunities and the problems of
the decade ahead call for a new and more constructive relation-
ship between Harvard and the Cambridge community.

V. Educational Policy and Financial Constraints. The proce-
dures within the faculty to consider the allocation of himited
resources within departments and among departments has been
of major concern to this Committee. The Graustein formula was
designed in the spirit of the Cc. mittee of Eight report so that
it would provide a fixed division of regularly spaced appoint-
ments among departments. But tenure appoint..cnts have more
than doubled in the past thirty years. Insistent questions arise as
to whether the allocation of these appointments or funds and the
size and distribution of the graduate student body conform to
long-run faculty objectives and priorities. There is doubt and
concern, reinforced by budget deficits in the faculty, whether
departments are making optimal use of resources and whether
they have carefully considered the alternatives of course rota-
tion, shifts among types of appointments, concentration upon
fewer specialties at the graduate level, and other devices to focus
on priority obj.ctives. Far too frequently educauonal policy
and financial means have been treated as isolated questions. The
data and the procedures to consider such decisions more ration-
ally in the faculty constitute a central range of issues relevant to
our assignment and affecting the future of this faculty.

The role of these five groups of issues in influencing the re-
cruitment and retention of the Harvard fuculty needs always
to be kept in perspective. The quality of the present students,
the distinction and promise of the facuit 7, the traditions of free

6
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inquiry, the intellectual climate, the richness of libraries and
other scholarly resaurces, and the large number of first-rank
schoiars in many fields in the Cambridge and Greater Boston
area are among our priucipal assers in recruitment. Successful
recruitment and academic distinction are closely interrelated.
While this report addresses itself to the organization and rules of
the faculty, it needs always to be borne in mind that the attrac-
tion of supcrior and stimulating students, effective veaching, sig-
nificant research, scholarly leadership, and pioneering intellectual
and edvicational developments are prime requisites for the re-
cruitment and revention of the next generation of this faculty.
These areas are even more vital than the questions of rank, sal-
ary, procedures, and organization of the faculty which are our
assigned concern.
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Chapter II

DEVELOPMENTS IN HIGHER EDUCATION
AND THE COMPETITION FOR TALENT

To understand the problems that all universities face in the
recruitment and retention of faculty we must examine cerrain
general developments in higher education which have contributed
to the intensification of competition for the available pool of
academic ralent. The first factor to be noted is the recent ex-

losive grow.h of enrollments in higher educational institutions.
Eetween 1954 and 1964 enrollments in all institutions of higher
education more than doubled, from slightly less than 2! million
to nearly 5 million. By 1966 the 6 million mark was passed, and
conservative estimates project an increase to more than ¢ mil-
lion by 1975. While tﬁese figures point to a slackening in the
rate o{ growth over the next decade, reflecting a declining birth
rate in the age groups which will be moving into the universities,
they nevertﬁeless spell a continuing increase in the overall de-
mand for faculty in the period immediately ahead.

A second factor which needs to be taken into account is that
the supply of highly qualified faculty has lagged behind increases
in enroflments. The number of doctorates awarded grew from
8,840 in 1954-55 to 15,300 in 1964-65, an increase of approxi-
mately 73 per cent, compared with a doubling of enrollment
in higher educational institutions during the same period. Pro-
jections by the Office of Education (HEW) indicate that full-
time instructional staff in colleges and universities will increase
from 302,000 in 1965—66 to 444,000 in 1974~75 and that pro-
fessional staff employed full-time in organizea research wilr in-
crease during the same period from 56,000 to 101,000, The same
agency estimates that 260,000 doctorates will be conferred in the
period becween 1964-65 and 1974~75. Of these an undetermined
but probably substantial and growing percentage will find em-
ployment in government, business, or research-oriented activities

8

15



outside the universities. The remainder will presumably make
their careers in higher educational institutions. Assuming a re-
placement rate of § per cent a year, approximately half of these
will be needed for repl:rement purposes; the rest will be avail-
able to provide for new cnrollment. \While there is general
agreement that there is a serious shortage of highly qualified
faculty at the present time, there is also a widespread tendency
to assume that, unless enrollments increase far more sharply
than is presently anticipated, the supply of Ph.D.’s will begin
to catch up with the demand by the mid-seventies, if not before.
As might be expected, there are likely to be significant varia-
tions by subject and fields. If present trends in enrollment per-
sist, mathematics and statistics undergraduate degrees will triple
by 1974-75 and lead all natural sciences and related professional
fields. Physical sciences and biological science degrees are ex-
rected to double, and such fields as English and journalism,
torcign languages, psychology, the social sciences, and social
work are expected to more than double. These projections spill
over into a similar pattern of graduate-school enrollments and
se-ve to emphasize the areas where the demand for faculty is
likely to be particularly acute.

A third significant development in American higher educa-
ticr is the extent to which burgeoning enrollments are being
channeled into public rather than private educational institu-
ticns. As recently as 1950 the two sectors had almost equal
enrcllments. By 1965 the balance was almost two to one in
favor of the public sector; by the end of the next decade as
many as eight out of ten students will probably be enrolled in

ublic institutions. One of the accompaniments of this chang-
ing balance has been a dramatic growth in the strength of major
state universities — measured not merely by the size of their
student bodies and budgets, but also by the quality of their
faculties, their research facilities, and their improved drawing
power. The University of California with a 1965-66 enroll-
ment of 73,677 and annual expenditures of $425 million (of
which state support provided $208 million) plans by 1975-76 to
increase its enrollment to 140,000 and its expenditure level to
over a billion dollars. The State University of Y\Iew York, which
expanded from 47,634 students in 1960 to 139,149 in 1967-68,
plans to enroll 290,400 students by 1975. During the past six
years it has spent $1 billion for construction; for the year 1968-

9
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69 Governor Rockefeller has recommended a state allocation of
$323.1 million for operations, an increase of $42.9 million over
1967-68. To staff its planned expansion it must recruit some
3,100 full professors by 1975. Nor are California and New York
unique. The drive to extend public higher educational facilities
has been taking place on a nation-wide basis.

Faced with problems of expansion and the need to recruit
facultics rapidly =nd on a large scale, public higher educational
institutions have operated under compelling pressure to improve
their bargaining position in the competition for academic talent,
State and city universities and colleges have made substantial
progress in raising their academic salary scales. While the aver-
age 1966-67 annual compensation (including fringe benefits)
of full professors in private universities was still higher than in

ublic universities ($19,700 compared with $16,300), a general
cveling trend was manifest. As the AAUP Bulletin of June
1967 noted (p. 137), “Rates of increase were greatest among the
types of college or university in which average compensations
are currently lowest.” Between 1964-65 and 1966-67 profes-
sorial compensation in private universities increased at an aver-
age rate of 12.1 per cent; the corresponding figure in the public
universitics was 15.2 per cent. Should these rates of increase be
maintained for each of the institutional groups, average profes-
sorial salaries in public universities wou%d catch up with their
private counterparts in about a decade,

Whether they will in fact do so will depend on whether the
resources will be available to finance the desired increases. The
tremendous expansion of public higher education in recent years
poses its own financial problems and educational dilemmas. As
costs skyrocket, many state universities encounter serious tax-

ayer resistance and find it increasingly difficult to count on state
egislatures to meet their needs. Most state schools have sharply
raised their tuition fees, though they still remain low compared
with private institutions. All are increasingly looking to the fed-
eral government for more help, and many have taken a leaf ot
of the book of the privare universities by launching drives fc:
alumni and corporate support. At the same time, the public
institutions face all of the problems incident to a period of rapid
expansion. They find themselves inundated by students whom
they are not fully prepared to handle. They are subject to many
demands for services to the government and the public to which

10
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they feel they must respond. As states multiply their higher
educational units to take care of mounting enrollments and funds
must be shared between established and new institutions, there is
an ever-present threat that resources may be spread too thin and
that the result may be a general leveling and dilution of quality.

Meanwhile, private universities confront their own increas-
ingly serious financial troblems. In some cases — the Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh and the University of Buffalo are examples —
private institutions have been forced into affiliation with state
systems in order to extricate themselves from their financial

ifficulties. Mzny major institutions — Yale, Princeton, and Cor-
nell among them — have recently reported significant operating
deficits. Iven as conservatively managed an institution as Har-
vard operates in a milieu of increasing financial stringency where
rapidly rising operating costs threaten to outrun current sources
of income.

Over the twelve year S}aan between 1951-52 and 1963-64
the annual expenditures of private institutions increased from
less than half a billion to over 1.5 billion dollars. A substantial

art of this increase — sonie 494 million dollars — was accounted
or by federally financed research, which grew at a rate of 15.5
per cent per year. The remaining increase was directly attribut-
able to rising instructional costs, which mounted at a rate of
8.8 per cent per year and constituted a dircct charge on the re-
sources of the universities.

The explanation for this patrern of soaring costs reaches out in
many directions. In the major graduate institutions instructional
costs have tended to rise even more steeply, because of the high
costs of graduate instruction. Some recent calculations at the
University of Chicago indicate that educational costs per grad-
uate student, exclusive of capital costs and organized research
expenditures, avera§ed $4,000 to $5,000 in the humanities and
social sciences, nearly $10,000 in the physical sciences, and over
$13,000 in the biological and medical sciences. The increased
obligations assumed by major institutions of higher learning in
broadening the range of their research, instructional, and pub-
lic-service responsibilities have contributed to the rising spiral.
With the emergence of new fields of learning, curricula ex-
pand, new appointments arc made, and new research programs
are established. Merely to mention such fields as high-energy
and plasma physics, molecular biology, non-Western and inter-
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national studies, economic development, and urban studies may
serve as a reminder that such new ventures involve costly new
commitments in terms of additional appointments and the labo-
ratory and other research facilities required for their support.
The {;roadening in the range of university interests moves Eand
in hand with soaring library and computer costs. The sharp-
ened demand for faculty is reflected in an average § per cent an-
nual increase in salary levels since the end of World War IL
At the same time the costs of administration, of plant operation
and maintenance, of materials and equipment have also under-
gone a sharp rise. If present trends continue, the instructional
costs of a typical major university may be expected at least to
double and perhaps nearly triple over the next decade.

Meanwhile, what has geen happening to the income side of
the account books of the private universitiess The sharp in-
crease in federal support over the 1952-1964 period was referred
to earlicr; by fiscal 1964 federal funds accounted for nearl
half of the income of private universities. It should, however,
also be noted that many of thc federal programs involved
incremental costs for the universities, and that the growth rate
for federal research and development expenditures which aver-
aged 15.5—15.6 per cent per year through fiscal 1966 declined
to 8 per cent in fiscal 1967 and will probably drop below 7 per
cent in fiscal 1968. This decline may well have damaging effects,
both on the universities and on the national interest. If the
economy is to continue to grow, research and development ex-
penditures also need to increase rafpidly, probably about 15 per
cent a year. Unless such a rate of increase can be maintained,
the capacity of leading universities to create the new fields of
knowledge necessary to sustain economic growth will be seri-
ously impaired.

Since 1958 tuition fees, which lagged behind increases in stu-
dent costs in the carly post World War 11 years, have increased
slightly faster than the index of educational costs (a little over
8 per cent per year compared to the cost index of 7% pc. cent),
but such fees ordinarily cover only a small fraction of the in-
structional costs involved, particularly in the graduate area.
\While endowment income at all private universities increased at
an average annual rate of 6.8 per cent between 1952 and 1964,
this source of income has suffered a substantial drop in relative
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importance, even when federal funds are excluded from calcu-
lation (Harvard is an exception). W..cther the recent decision
of the Ford Foundation to curtail its expenditures foreshadows
a general decline of foundation support for hi%her education
remains to be seen. Most Yrivate universities rely increasingl
on current gifts and annual fund raising to meet part of their
increasing costs. Data available for nineteen of the larger pri-
vate colleées and universities reveal an increase from an annual
total of about so million dollars in the mid-1950’s to over 300
million in the mid-1960’s. Increasingly private universities are
dependent on “soft” money to meet their needs and perform
their funcrions.

What the future holds in store for the private -universities
hinges on mau{ factors — the importance of the services which
they perform for society, the degree to which such services are
valued by their supporting clientele and the community, the
economic conditions which prevail in the years ahead, and the
competing demands of society against which the needs of the
private universities will be measured. Predictions with respect
to such matters must allow for a high margin of error. Never-
theless, there appear to be some propositions on which there
is fairly widespread agreement in educational circles. First,
while it is generally assumed that tuition fees will continue to
rise, it appears extremely doubtful that the rate of increase in
the years ahead will be as rapid as it was during the last decade.
The desire of private universities to continue to attract students
from all socio-economic levels and the relatively low level of
tuition fees in public universities are likely to militate against
too wide a gap between the fee siructure of private and public
institutions. Second, there is a prevailing assumption (which
may be belied by future events) that both endowment income
and private giving -vill crow less rapidly over the next ten years
than they did during Ye previous decade. Third, it is widely
assumed that private higher educational systems face increas-
ingly serious financial problems unless the deficits which loom
ahead are absorbed by one or another form of public, and more
particularly federal, financing. Finally, fears are frequently ex-
pressed that unless federal support is forthcoming in adequate
amounts, private universities will be forced to cut back on their
commitments and will find it increasingly difficult to maintain
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ast standards of quality, launch new ventures, and provide the
ind of creative and innovative leadership which has been their
historic contribution to American higher learning.

The increasing dependence of all higher educational institu-
tions on federal funding has been made dramatically manifest
in recent ycars. For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1962, federal
support for higher education totaled slightly less than a billion
dollars. By fiscal 1966 it mounted to more than 3 billion. In
fiscal 1067 approximately 1.5 billion dollars of federal funds for
research and development were assigned to higher educational
institutions; another 0.6 billion was channeled to research centers
associated with educational institutions. OF this total an over-
whelming percentage went to the natural sciences. An addi-
tional 1.15 gillion was made available for student housing, class-
rooms, laboratories, and other facilities; 370 million for graduate
fellowships, trainceships, and training grants; a total of a little
more than a billion for student loans, G.I. benefits, and other
forms of student aid; and, finally, some s7 million for institu-
tional grants to universities. Clearly federal funding now plays
a critically important role in supporting graduate and post-grad-
uate instruction for increasing numbers of scientists and engi-
neers, and it is growingly important in some areas of the social
sciences. The best estimates available for fiscal 1967 indicate
that approximately 38,000 research assistants received support
from federal fellowship and training programs, and that nearly
a quarter of all doctoral candidates are currently dependent on
federal funds to support their training.

Federal aid has made it possiblc for most universities to under-
take new programs and provide new services which could not
otherwise be ?unded, but it has yet to address itself squarely to
the problem of mecting the spiraling instructional cost of highcr
education. Many proposals have been advanced to fill this need.
They include the expansion of existing and the launching of new
forms of assistance for programs o% special needs, provisions
for larger institutional grants and cost of education grants at
the graduate level, a broader scholarship and loan program at
the undergraduate level, and proposals for federally financed
contingent repayment plans under which college graduates able
to do so would repay the full costs of their college education,
through the income tax mechanism,

The expanding role of the federal government in the financing
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of higher education also poses difficult issues in arriving at equi-
table formulas for the allocation of aid to educational institucions.
Given the nature of the American political system, there is strong
pressure to equalize the distribution of aid among geographical
regions and to build up new “centers of excellence” in areas
wl%ich do not presently possess them. While the case for de-
veloping these new centers is persuasive, the public interest
would not be scrved if it were done at the expense of weakening
the established niajor universities. Given the understandable
drive toward wider dispersion of funds, farsighted policy would
appear to dictate combining the buildinf of new ‘“centers of
excellence” with the preservation of quality institutions where
they have already been established.

The general trends which have been summarized above — the
explosive growth of higher education in recent years, the rapid
devclopment of new, frequently interdisciplinary fields of schol-
arship, the mounting demand for qualified faculty, the sharp
improvement in the level of support for public higher educa-
tional institutions, the deteriorating financial grospects of many
private universities, and the increasing dependence of all higher
educational institutions on federal support— represent the
broad framework of educational changes within which Harvard
will have to define its future role. But they tell us little about
the specific problems which Harvard faces in its efforts to attract
and retain an outstanding faculty.

Clearly' Harvard and other institutions like it already operate
and are [ikely to continue to operate in an increasingly competi-
tive environment. The pool of outstanding schelars and young
Ph.D.’s giving promise of great distinction is relatively small
and in great gemand. Nor is a solution to be found by {ooking
abroad for relief. The recruitment of distinguished foreign
scholars which played such an important role in strengthening
American universities in the period between the two World
Wars and the immediate post World War II period can no
longer be depended on significantly to replenish the pool. The
economic recovery of Europe, the improved status of the Euro-
pean academic profession, the opening of many new universities
and the establisl}:ment of numerous new chairs, have made calls
from American universities less appealing.

As leading American universities struggle to preserve their
quality and new aspirants to eminence join the contest, the bid-
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ding for talent and the “raiding” of sister institutions sometimes
border on the frenetic. Institutions vie with each other in de-
veloping attractive “packages” of benefits to lure both the presti-
gious scholir and the promising. The ingenious variety of these
special arrangements S“E ests no lack of entrepreneurial talent
in university circles. Able young scholars who have just com-
pleted their Ph.D.’s in fields of high demand may look fcrward
to multiple offers of assistant professorships at leading institutions
at salaries ranging from $9,000 to $i2,000, or even more, with
guarantees of substantial additional stipends for summer research
or teaching. Not infrequently, especially in the natural and
social sciences, such offers are coupled with half-time research
arrangements and he assurance of rapid promotion to a tenure
post in the event of succes.ful performance. In some cases, but
not as often as legend has it, the competition for distinguished
scholars takes the form of offers of “star” -reatment — high
out-of-scale salaries, minimal teaching loads, large research sup-

ort and facilities, and other favorable fringe benefits. More
requently prevalent practice sanctions a modified form of the
“star” system, in which scholars who are in great demand are
rapidly advanced to the top of the scale apglicable to their rank,

iven accelerated promotion, and offered other inducements
in the form of reduced teaching loads, special research support,
and other benefits.

Here, however, differentiations need to be made by field and
subject matter. In the humanities special arrangements involving
reduced teaching loads and free research time tend to be rarer
than in other scciors of learning, and average salaries are ordi-
narily lower at comparable career points except in fields where
scarcities of qualified personnel are acute. While the “star”
systemn is not unknown, less use is made of it, a development
which may reflect more intense pressure in other disciplines.
In general research funds are limited and adequate library re-
sources are of the essence, a factor which operates to make
universities with outstanding libraries especially attractive to
scholars in these fields.

The social sciences occupy a position midway between the
humanities and the natural sciences. While avaif;ble funds are
small compared with those at the disposal of the natural sciences,
they have been growing rapidly and are far larger than in the
humanities. As the flow of research funds has increased, joint
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teaching and research arrangements have become more common
and highly valued. With the narrowing of salary differentials
among leading universities, the competition for social scientists
tends to place increasing stress on the availability of research
support and opportunities for suprlementary income. Where
the scholar in the humanities is likely to confine his extra-
university activities to occasional outside lecturing and to con-
centrate his energies primarily on university teac%ning, scholar-
ship, and occasionally the writing of textbooks, an increasin
number of social scientists combine their university duties witE
extensive outside involvement. Not infrequently they move
back and forth from the universities to government service as
part of their normal career patterns, and they often serve as
advisers or consultants to business, government, or quasi-public
organizations.

For scientists too, in certain areas, industrial consulrantships

rovide a recognized and lucrative source of supplementary
income, and advisorial relationships to government scientific
agencies and service on government scientific panels constitute
a customary and almost routine form of outside activity. But
most important of all is the availability of research support and
facilities, and universities which are in a position to provide
such support find themselves in the most favorable bargaining
positions. In prestigious frontier fields universities often com-
pete by offering variants of special treatment. Because of the
nature of scientific activity in some fields, and their re uirements
in the way of a critical mass of scientists and expensive equip-
ment, universities which propose to establish a position in such
fields must be prepared to make a large-scale commitment. They
must bid not merely for the services of an individual scientist
but for his whole supporting entourage, and must be ready to
make the appointments and provide the costly facilities which
will make teamwork possible.

The developments which have been summarized above pose
issues of facuﬁy recruitment for which no ready panaceas are
available. To "begin with, there is by no means universal
agreement on the future magnitude of t%\’e problem. There are
somc who argue that the pattern of fierce competition and
sharp upward adjustment in faculty salaries which has prevailed
in recent ycars is likely to abate as public institutions meet
increasing resistance from legislatures in their requests for new
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funds and as private institutions enter a period of increasing
financial stringency. Those who take this view also point out
that the output of new Ph.D.’s will begin to catch up with the
demand in the early and mid-seventies and that this too will
contribute to the easing of the competitive pressure. There are
others who minimize the significance of an increased flow of
Ph.D.’s in resolving the recruiting problems of the major uni-
versities. They contend that the competition for the best new
talent will remain severe, and that the quantity of outstanding
scholars will still fall short of demand, as an increasing number
of outstanding universities bid for their services. They antici-
pate that public support for higher education will continue to
grow rapidly, that the allocation of public funds and research
contracts on. the basis of geographic criteria will serve to build
up many new ‘“‘centers of excellence,” and that stronger and
better financed public institutions in particular will provide
increasingly stiff competition for the established major private
universities, even if the latter share increasingly in federal aid.

If the second prognosis turns out to be correct there will be
persisting pressure to bid up the salaries of outstanding scholars
and to equalize salary scales among an increasing number of
competing universities. As salaries rise, salary itself may become
less tmportant than such fringe benefits as research facilities and
leaves, retirement progran.s, medical schemes, housing. provi-
sions, and programs o? assistance for the education of faculty
children. For universities located in zrowded urban centers the
availability of adequate housing ani schooling is likely to loom
as more and more important.

The competitive position of a university depends not only on
the resources which it commands but also on how it marshals
and deploys them. Since Harvard has traditionally eschewed
the “star” system and relied on a relatively homogeneous struc-
ture of compensation at every rank and level, it already finds
itself at a disadvantage when it is compelled to compete with
specially atiractive offers which some other institutions are
prepared to make in their scarch for top talent. If Harvard is
to remain competitive in the face of such efforts it will be under
increasing pressure both to improve its existing salary scales and
fringe benefits and to provide for more flexible administration
of them. This is not 11eant to imply that Harvard should match
every bid or expect to obtain acceptances from every scholar
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invited to join its faculry. No university can hope to have a
monopoly of the nation’s talents, nor would it be in the national
interest for any university to achieve such a concentration.
What is important, so far as Harvard is concerned, is that it
remain in a position to attract outstanding scholars and that its
recruitment policies promote this objective.

How then should Harvard define its role and responsibilities
in such a milieu of intensifying competition for talent? Given
the multiplicity and diversity of the scholarly universe no uni-
versity can hope to fill every nook and cranny of the world of
learning, nor should it attempt to do so. Harvard, like other
universities, has a heritage of scholarly obligations which it must
preserve and strengthen. At the same time its commitment to
traditional programs must not be allowed to stand in the wa of
new ventures which advance the frontiers of science and address
themselves to the pressing problems of the society of which it is
a part. It must be selective in choosing these ventures, and, we
hope, wise enough to concentrate its resources on those which
are likely to have enduring rather than transitory significance.
It cannot do everything, and it would waste and dilute its
substance if it tried. The challenge which it faces is to do
supremely well what it believes needs doing and to find the
scholars who will carry out the task. The greatness of a uni-
versity is measured not by the number of its courses nor by
the size of its faculty or student body but by its continuing
capacity to attract students of high (}uality, outstanding scholars,
and original and creative minds. It Harvard is to receive the
public support which it will need increasingly in the years
ahead, it will earn such support by setting a standard of excel-
lence ax:< achievement in the domains of science and learning
which represent its strengths.
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Chapter 11
THE HARVARD COMMUNITY

The changes that have altered American academic life in the
gasr decade have had a marked impact upon the Harvard

aculty of Arts and Sciences. The faculty has not suffered
more than has that at other universities; indeed there are
grounds for the judgment that it has suffered less. But such
comparisons do not tcll the whole story. For a half-century
Harvard was believed by many to occupy a unique position in
the American system of higher education; and that position no
longer seems as secure as it once did.

The assumption of that uniqueness supplied the premises of
the report of the Committee of Fight and was basic to the
tenure policies that grew out of it. It was assumed that in most
cases scll:olars of any rank would respond to a call to this faculty
and once appointed would spend the whole of their careers in
it; that teacEers without tenure would remain at Harvard as
long as their terms permitted, would accept promotion if
proffered, and if let go would return when recalled. The
assumption was, in other words, that Harvard stood at the apex
of the academic profession and could guide its recruitment
policies by the logic of its pre€minent position.

Perhaps these premises never were as valid as they seemed
from the Cambridge perspective. But the recruitment record
of the recent past certainly reveals a change in the degree of
their validity, a change connected with alterations within the
Harvard community. The distinctive environment for study
and teaching that community once provided its members was
the most powerful attraction in drawing and holding a distin-
guished faculty. The transformation of their environment,
already in progress twenty years ago, substantially weakened
the force uf its attraction,

At the opening of the twentieth century Harvard had not
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ore signs of its past as a small, Massachusetts-oriented institu-
tion, dedicated to purposes which were clearly rclated to its
Puritan origins. But President Eliot had taken it a long way
toward modern university status. Under his administration the
scope of the faculty’s interest had broadened; it had been freed
of a heavy burden of routine tasks and allowed by the elective
system to teach at a level compatible with creative scholarship.
Eliot’s personality and the resources that he commanded helped
the University earn international prestige.

President Lowell forcefully Pushed the tendencies initiated
under Eliot. Central to Lowell's administration was the deter-
mined effort to create a university college, one that would
combine elite undergraduate instruction with a level of scholar-
ship of the very highest order, that is — it was sometimes said —
joining the English and the German university goals. Harvard
consciously rejected two contemporary alternatives, that of
Clark and Johns Hopkins which separated the research-oriented
university from the colleFe and also that of the liberal arts
colleges ‘which put scholarship secondary to undergraduate
teaching. _

University policy since Lowell’s administration has kept his
objectives clearly in view. The house system, departmental
concentration, general education, and tutorial Instruction
strengthened the college. On the other hand, the creation of the

-Society of Fellows, the development of the graduate school,
and the construction of libraries and laboratories showed the
determination of the University to remain in the first rank of
research institutions.

These decisions involved some growth through the first half
of the twentieth century. The number of graduate and under-

raduate students under the Faculty of Arts and Sciences rose

etween 1900 and 1950 from 2,723 to 6,857 while the size of the
permanent faculty went up from less than one hundred to more
than two hundred. At the same time the number of non-tenure
posts increased. Most of that growth came in the first three
decades of the century; during the depression and the war a
leveling off was accepted as desirable by members of the faculty,
some of whom felr, in any case, overburdened by comparison
with their colleagues in comparable institutions,

To what extent the decisions to expand or not were deliberate

Ket fully outgrown its nineteenth-century claracter, It still.
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and planned is unclear, for they were made informallg and
ad hoc, although within the framework of widely shared beliefs
about the nature of the University. Agreement was possible in
these matters because the faculty was small enough and coherent
enough to sustain a sense of communal solidarity which had
existed at the beginning of the century and still survived in 1950.

In 1goo Harvard formed a world of its own, No tenured
member of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences lived more than
three-quarters of a mile away from Harvard Square, with the
densest clusters of residence lying around the immediate peri-
phery of the Yard along Quincy and Kirkland Streets, Francis
Avenue, Gorham, Hammond, Wendell, and Oxford Streets.
The middle-class shopkecpers and artisans who made up the
bulk of the Cambridge population separated faculty residences
from the slums of Boston with their attendant social problems
and high tax rates. The professors could use the cultural
amenities of Boston, but their children could attend local public
schools and their families were shielded from contact with the
“dangerous classes” of the city center.

The University community operated within a little world of
its own, the members of which were linked by numerous subtle
but powerful social and intellectual ties. These ties extended to
the students who were then still free to drop in at homes of
professors and, across the student generations, to the alumni
and governing boards whose loyalty was a strong support.

There were drawbacks in this closed environment. Powerful
individuals occasionally dominated whole fields and some depart-
ments suffered from perennial family feuds. But two among
the values affirmed in the community were particularly impor-
rant in establishing its solidarity, for both diverged from the
prevailing norms of American society as a whole. The first
was commitment to intellectual freedom. The members of the
faculty had complete confidence in each other and the suc-
cessive presidents had confidence in them. At a time when
academic freedom rested upon quite insecure bases almost every-
where clse in the country it was a source of pride and a stimulus
to morale to know that the integrity of scholarship and the abilit
to espousc unpopular causes were absolutely secure at Harvard.

The other cccentric value was a rejection of the market
mentality that infused almost every aspect of American life.
To be sure, under Eliot the scorn for materialism sometimes was
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justification for abysmally low salaries. “Asceticism and devo-
tion were requirc! of the reachers of youth, and it 1 attered
little,” a critic pointed out, “if they were prescribed by poverty
instead of being elective.” Yet Eliot's insistence that the
academic profession “called for altruistic conceptions of life
and duty” long made sense to the faculty. Its members, in
choosing a career of scholarship, had rejected more remunera-
tive alternatives and expected to make sacrifices in following
their calling. Guided by a curious amalgam of monastic and
gentlemanly ideals, they took pride in their detachment from
monetary values; and in the minds of many of them that detach-
ment was associated with their independence.

There are members of this Committee who can recall former
colleagues who bore all the expenses of research, travel, and
sccretarial costs out of their own funds, who considered it
beneath their dignity, as late as the 1940's, to apply for a founda-
tion grant, and who took it as a matter of course that they
would contribute to, rather than draw upon, University re-
sources. The attitude of some former professors to their students
would now be considered paternalistic; they nade loans, pro-
vided makework jobs, and contributed to the support of research
and publication.” The percentage of professors with outside
income was about the same in 1900 as in 1950 or 1968, although
the sources of those incomes have changed; but attitudes toward
money have changed even more.

These references to the values of the past are not intended as
a plea for their emulation. But they must be understood if
Harvard’s novel recruitment problem is to be comprehensible.
Down until the recent past the tenure members of the faculty
did not consider themselves employees of the University doing
a job for a salary. They were members of a community which
assisted them in doing the work they wished to do.

Hence there was a time when salary was almost irrelevant to
the problem of recruitment. Eliot often spoke with satisfaction
of the number of professors offered higher posts with greater
financial rewards who refused to leave because of “the perfect
freedom of opinion and the deep respect of the community they
enjoyed.” While such attitudes prevailed, the University did
not have to bid against competitors either to hold or to attract
its professors.

The situation has changed in recent decades, in part at least
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because the community has changed. Harvard has remained
committed to the objectives o the universitx-college as in the
past. The report of the Committee on General Education
(1945), for instance, fixed on the need for balance between the
forces of the college and of the graduate school as the central
element in the organization of undergraduate instruction. The
cffort to sustain the dual set of responsibilities, however, in-
volved heavier burdens than had earlier been the case. After the
post-war bulge the sizc of the undergraduate student body
remained fair%y constant, but the number of graduate students
increased substantially. Furthermore, in some departments the
proportion who passed beyond the first year to complete the
doctorate also rose, with a consequent heavy demand on the
time for individual instruction. That the loads were unequally
distributed among individuals and departments was not as im-
portant as the total increase in pressure. Yet the community
was not really prepared to deal with the post-war situation.

No doubt the increase in the size of the tenured teaching
faculty alone accounted for some of the change. The transition
from 9g in 1900 to 240 in 1951 to 360 in 1966 necessarily
reduced the frequenczy and intimacy of contacts among the
members of the ?aculty. As the course offerings expanded and
became increasingly specialized, the areas of shared instructional
or research responsibilities narrowed; it was symptomatic that
the divisions which once organized sections of the faculty larger
than the departments lost their function and disappeared.

Members of the faculty without tenure seem always to have
suffered from a sense oty isolation. But when the community
was whole and smaller, close personal contact with senior pro-
fessors in some instances eased the resentment of being “out of
it.”” In any case, the anxieties the Committee of Eight discovered
were those connected with the desire for tenure and with the
eagerness to remain in Cambridge as long as possible. In the past
two decades the non-tenure staff has increased in size and, at the
same time, is less likely than formerly to remain in Cambridge
its full term. The result has been the appearance of a sizeable
transient teaching population that never becomes integrated in
the community.

Morcover, much of this growth was unplanned. The specter
of declining resources, raised by the depression of the 1930,
remained threatening well into the 1950's. It is difficult to recall
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in retrospect that there was fear of contraction in the years just
after the war. The market for college graduates, it was then
argued, was not likely to grow and, indeed, there were sus-
picions that the University might be moving into a period in
which the unemployed intellectuals mighe constitute a problem
as they had in Germany in the 1920%. .

As a result there was no whole view, after the war, of the
shape of the expanding faculty and of the impact on it of new
responsibilities. It is significant that the faculty discussed the
size of the college but not its own size or that of the graduate
school, perhaps because the latter was not equally a burden to
all professors.

For a time, in the 1930’s, the house system had counteracted
the tendency toward isolation derived from the expansion of
the University. In their first two decades the houses provided
a setting for relationships that crossed deparunental and rank
lincs. But it is probably fair to say that the crowding of the
senior common rooms after 1950 diluted the effectiveness of
the houses as a means of establishing and maintaining faculty
solidarity.

In addition, changes within Cambridge and outside it weak-
encd the capacity of the comnunity to meet the problems
created by expansion. The changes within Cambridge were
already well advanced in the years between the wars, although
the University then attempted to remain aloof from them. They
were the consequences of a reshuffling of population that sent
to more remote suburbs the middle-class elements that once
insulated the Harvard area from the depressed districts of
Lechmere and from Boston. The places thus left vacant were
taken by industry and by working-class families from Charles-
town and Boston,

Town-gown resentments and conflicts had rarely been
troublesome before the first world war, Thereafter they ac-
quired an intensity that affccted the Harvard community in
several important respects. Political control passed to elements
hostile to the University and municipal costs rose. The public
schools suffered. VWhether because of the reluctance to mingle
with the town children or because of a belief in the educational
superiority of the private schools, faculty families grew increas-
ingly hesitant to send their children to the public schools.

Cambridge, therefore, lost some of its attractiveness as a place
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in which to live just when the automobile and new highways
were opening up the western suburbs. The depression of the
1930’s which lowered real-estate values in Cambridge limited
the outward drift until the end of the war. But the trend toward
dispersal of residences away from the Harvard area that was to
become prominent after 1950 was already noticeable before
1940. Moreover, after the war, the movement into Cambridge
of well-to-do people unconnected with the University substan- -
tially raised the costs of desirable single-family houses. At the
same time the expansion of M.LT., the appearance of new
research centers, and the growth in the size of the faculty
intensified the competition for such housing.

Improved relationships in recent years between the Univer-
sity and the municipality have not reversed the trend away from
residence in Camnbridge. The designation of an Assistant to the
President for Civic and Governmental Relations and the activity
of various departments of the University in education, health,
and planning ﬂave opened valuable lines of communication with
the city. Reform of the municipal government and improve-
ment of the public schools have removed some of the older
sources of discontent. But these efforts have not yet produced
the conditions that can be counted on to draw faculty families
back from the suburbs.

Certainly a larger faculty spread through the metropolitan
region was less likely to maintain its sense of solidarity than
earlier. Its members had always been heterogeneous in back-
ground and character, but they had formerly shared values and
tastes interior to the community and preserved by some degree
of isolation from outside contacts. To the extent that some of
the faculty drifted away and to the extent that wealthy “out-
siders” moved into Cambridge, the prospect of preserving a
common style of life and a common set of values diminished.

A changed relationship to the outer world also broke into the
isolation of the University. The first world war created a
precedent for service to the government by members of the
faculty. The role of consultant and occasional administrator
has broadened rapidly since then, with industry and the foun-
dations as well as government the beneficiaries. Moreover, the
airplane has removed the limitations of distance that formerly
restricted the range of travel. In the 1930’s members of the
faculty left Cambridge in term time only under the most unusual
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circumstances; a trip to Chicago then consumed a week. Now
a morning flight brings the professor to Los Angeles in time for
lunch; and he need not miss a class the next day if he takes the
“Red Eye” overnight flight back. The boundaries of his world
are altogether different from those of his predecessors, and so
are his relationships to the University community. His loyalties
are no longer narrowly focused on the Yard; and often he can
very well conceive that his work could go forward from some
other base than Harvard.

One result of the altered perspective has been a shift in values
that has brought the University into line with standards pre-
vailing in other sectors of American society. The availability
of funds from government and the foundations encouraged the
trend toward setting a monetary equivalent for all the fractions
of the faculty member's time — for research as well as for
teaching and for administration. The subtle change in the view
of the stipend — from a means of enabling the professor to do
what hc in any case wished to do, to a salary for doing a job —
was scarcely noticed. But its ultimate result was to bring him
unwittingly into the market place as a seller of his services.
That role has begun to influence the meaning of membership
in the University community.

Forces operating entirely within the realm of scholarship have
also diluted the sense oty identification with the University.
Professionalization and specialization have proceeded so far in
many disciplines that the effective lines of communication run
not within any single institution but among colleagues working
upon common problems in many different places. Often the
meaningful research problems are phrased in terms so technical
that they can fully be understood not by the members of a
whole faculty or even of a whole department but only by the
specialists scattered wherever th((?f might be. Achievements and
goals are recognized by the standards of such specialized groups
rather than by those of the University.

The transformation of the community withit which it oper-
ates certainly has affected the University’s recruitment prob-
lems. Harvard can no longer assume that it is exempt from the
competitive rules that zpply to other institutions. Other uni-
versities can match, and in occasional instances top, Harvard
salaries. Moreover, some of the assets of this community are no
longer unique. It is fortunate for the nation and for scholarship
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that academic freedom can now be taken for granted in many
other places as it could not be formcrly‘ So too, the airplane,
microfilm, office copiers, and the computer have climinated the
disadvantages once built into positions at isolated or new insti-
tutions. ‘Technological advance and freedom are equalizing
forces that further undermine the assumption of Harvard's dis-
tinctiveness and therefore threaten to weaken the ties between
the individual and the community. Mecanwhile, the proliferation
of new institutions throughout the country and the sheer growth
in the number of teachers and researchers enormously compli-
cates the task of identifying talented young scholars at the stage
of their careers when moves are relatively easy.

Harvard is far from being a multiversity even in 1968, and
few modern institutions command as thoroughly the loyalty of
their members, Few Ilarvard professors have thus far resigned;
but a number now statc that they would be tempted by higher
salaries. The transformation of the community has irjected
clements of impersonality that were absent until recently.

The effeets of these changes have been limited, but they now
threaten the University's ability to deal with the general prob-
lerns that confront all American institutions of higher education.
Abstractly speaking, Harvard could buttress its competitive
position by limiting the growth in size of the faculty and thus
strengthen the cohesiveness of the community and support its
existing commitments to teaching and research. It made an
analogous decision when it refused radically to expand the
number of undergraduates. But the same option is not open
when it comes to the size of the faculty. In the face of the
knowledge explosion of recent decades such a decision would
frecze the existing allocation of resources and prevent the Uni-
versity from developing new subjects important both to its
students and to the world of scholarship.

Furthermore, the pressures toward expansion operate within
the traditional disciplines as well as in the new ficlds of learning.
There is still an important role for the individual scholar. But
modern techniques of scholarship call for increasing speciali-
zation, for expensive equipment, and for a high degree of team-
work; and the inability or unwillingness to respond to the
challenge of these conditions would damage every branch of
the faculty, not simply those on the frontiers of knowledge.

One illustration, from an old, well-cstablished, and largze de-
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};grtment will illustrate the gravity of the challenge to expand.
he Department of History, pressed to look beyond the tradi-
tional European and American fields, investigated the possibility
of launching first-rate programs in other areas. foe distin-
guished scholars consulted advised that it would take ten ap-
pointments to get such programs Eoing. And it was not a case
of finding the expedients to do wit less, for the kind of scholars
the department wished to attract were already working with
such groups elsewhere and would not wish to come without
assurances of comparable support. Yet expansion on this scale
not only was beyond the resources of the department and the
faculty but would have upset the existing bafance of teaching
responsibilities. Such instances could be multiplied in every
branch of learning.

The expansion of the past two decades has been desirable,
however painful its side effects upon the community. And
probably growth will continue in the future. It is unlikely that
anyore wishes to stand still, much less to turn back to the posi-
tion of 1950 or 1goo. Instead, accepting the premise of some

rowth, it is necessary to provide for it in an orderly fashion.
That calls for two tasks: decisions about expansion should be
made in the light of their cffect upon the whole community;
and the University must either discover an equivalent for tlz’e
old sense of community or cope with the situation created by
its absence.

In the past therc were no precise institutional arrangements
for decisions regarding expansion of the faculty or the allocation
of its resources. In a smail community, in which the Dean, the
Prc-ident, and the governing boards were intimately familiar
with the faculty, there were great advantages to the concentra-
tior of power and responsibility in a few hands. More elaborate
procedures may be needed in the future. o

A colleague, responding to thg quxuxnxttcc’s ‘questionnaire,
compared Harvard’s Cambridge with England’s. *My nostalgia
is 1ot for the superb intellectual standards or the ancient and
beautiful buildings; as much as for the opportunity to walk out
of my lab and in a few minutes to be walking through green
fields along a quict river, or punting on the river.” No goubt
many others, and particularly those who recall a smaller, quicter
Cambridge on this side of the occan, feel a similar sense of
nostalgia.
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There is no turning the clock back, even were that altogether
desirable. It is unlikely that the University can restore the
communal solidarity that once held all its members together.
But it is appropriate to ask whether it lies within its power to
make Cambridge a more attractive setting for life as well as for
work. The University could improve the physical environment
around it by making available a greater range of choices of
homes, schools, and amenities than now exist. By providing a
milieu encouraging to the development of a variety of sub-
communities it could widen the options for involvement open
to the faculty. And it could help to generate a sense of common
intellectual interest that might transcend the differences among
its members.

Such possibilities are open, although they may run counter to
powerful contrary forces in American society. The conscious
effort is worth making, for if the ties of the individual to the
University are weakened further, the costs of competing in the
open market for the services of a faculty of quality may be far
higher than can now be reckoned.
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Chapter IV

THE RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION
OF THE HARVARD FACULTY

Since the recent experience of the faculty in recruitrent and
retention has been the subject of much conjecture, this Com-
mittee has tried to ascertain the facts by putting the following
questions to a wide segment of the teacﬁing gculty and the
administrative officers of the University:

What has been the record of Harv-rd’s attempt to recruit
faculty and what has been the record of faculty members
leaving Harvard for other academic institutions?

What can be said in appraisal of the process both within
department. and within the faculty, including the ad hoc
committecs, to recruit senior personncl?

What has been the experience among fields?

How do the present procedures work at different ranks
or categories of appointments in the faculty?

What can be said about the factors that have led people
to accept Harvard appointments or to reject them? VWhat
does an examination of individual situations over the past
decade reveal? What are our strengths and wedknesses?

Working through a series of long interviews, through ex-
tensive correspondence with the chairmen of departments,
through the questionnaire, and through the minutes of all ad boc
committees between 1955—56 and 1966-67, we assembled such
a bigand complcx mass of information that in one sense it scemed
to prove nothing but the ancient Harvard tradition of bewilder-
ing variety. For example, the chairmen’s letters — which ranged
from a document of almost twenty pages to a notc of three
brief paragraphs — werc markedly unlike. Representing a wide
spectrum of attitudes from complacency to dismay, from fatigue
to activism, from reformist zeal to resignation, they baffled casy
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classification, as did the often contradictory opinions expressed
in interviews and the answers to the questionnaire. Such diver-
sity was to be expected, not only because these data inevitably
had a personal coloration but also because they reflected the
wants and nceds of some thirty departments, each with its
traditions, vested interests, and conflicts of personalitics and
procedures. Despite such variety and complexity and even
parochialism, however, certain patterns did cmct;lge and certain
motifs did recur, If the data did not readily yicld a set of com-
mon problems for which the Committee could devise a set of
uniform solutions, at any rate they served our purpose well:
they cnabled us to define certain areas of disaffection and con-
cern throughour the faculty, and they significantly influenced
our recommendations.

Whar follows is an effore ro suggest both diversity and pattern
in the data we asserubled, and thus to provide a fair sampling of
faculty opinion. In the interests of clarity and precision we
have divided our presentation of this material as follows:

i. THumanities and Social Sciences
ii. Natural Sciences (including the Division of
Engineering and .\pplied Physics)
. Rescarch Appointments
iv. The Ad Hoc Committee System

i.  Humnanities and Social Sciences

Since the record shows that in the last decade the humanities
and social sciences have made 86 offers that were rejected as
opposed to 117 that resulted in appointments, it would seem
that almost every sector of the faculty has had some difficult
in recruiting senior personnel. Although the hard-pressed chair-
man who described his recent experience in filling — or in not
filling —a “prestigious™ chair as “one of cumulative and inter-
minable frustration” was more vehement than his fellows, most
of them would know what he was speaking of. For example,
the cffort to replace an eminent scholar who had died untimely
led the two departments who had shared his services through
five successive “tentative approaches” before submitting to an
ad boc committee a slate of three presumably available candi-
dates. After one of these had been disqunliﬁcd and the other
two declined their invitations, the search began anew. Con-

32

- 39



fronted by a similar problem, another department successfully
squired three candidates through three ad boc committees —a
wearing process, as every chairman knows —- before succeeding
with the fourth. Another department, having made five firm
offers of a distinguished chair, was hopeful that the sixth would
be accepted. Another, plagucd with many retirements and re-
placements, made an astonishing total of twenty-four offers in
ten years, of which sixteen were unsuccessful. Another scored
four acceptances to six rejections, another three to five, another
sixteen to ten (of which, however, only two had gone to an
ad boc committee), another four to six. In such a context it is

leasant to record perfect records for two departments, one
with four briskly made appointments and the other with five
(not counting the rejection of one “informal” offer).

The chairmen reporting these statistics came equipped with
various explanations, surprisingly few of which concerned the
salary scale at Harvard. To be sure, we learncd of one man for
whom financial considerations had been “crucial” and of several
others who had jockeyed Harvard’s invitation into implausible
advances or star-professorships back home, but these instances
of academic enterprise did not stir the slightest inclination — on
the part of the Committee or its witnesses — to meet such com-
petition with a star-system of its own devising. For one thing,
our university pmfesscrships, though sparingls bestowed, per-
mit a degree of administrative flexibility in dealing with persons
of exceptional distinction; for another, our losses in senior per-
sonnel Kave in most instances bcen paired off with our gains,
whereby we got (or kept) the man we wanted despite financial
disadvantages. Thus one professor came here at a “less gener-
ous” salary (and with vastly more administrative chores) be-
cause he valued our prestige; three senior members of one
department turned down better offers elsewhere because of
Harvard’s “aura”; another of our colleagues, having rejected
two university professorships and a formidable super-professor-
ship at rival institutions, was asked by yet another suitor if there
were “any terms” on which he might be lured away. “I told
him therc were none,” he reported to his chairman —and sig-
nificantly, according to the questionnaire, a substantial majority
of the senior facuﬁy concur in this opinion.! In short, the

'In answer to the question, “What aspects of offers might be strong enough
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comment by one fairly recent addition to the faculty may be
cited to exemplify a very common theme:

The most important factors that led me to accept a Harvard
appointment . . . were first, Harvard's traditional over-all excellence
as a university; second, the very high density in the Cambridge area
of topnotch people, in all fields of learning; third, the high quality
of Harvard students; and fourth, the relative absence of constraints
on faculty freedom as compared with other universities. The Har-
vard salary scale is an important factor, but is no longer decisive
because men of the calibre we are after are almost always paid well
above the average at other universities.

The evidence permits — indeed, almost compels — the infer-
ence that in an overwhelming majority of rejected invitations
salary was not the main consideration. This is not to say that
money is of no concern to scholars, but that money in the form
of salary is apparently less important in recruiting and retaining
senior personnel than some of us had thought. Housing and
schooling (which will be treated in Chapter V1) are presumably
of more concern to a man pondering a move to Cambridge, and
so arc the basic but elusive problems of an established scholar
who wonders how to sever uid connections, uproot his family,
and make a new beginning in a strange and sometimes harsh
environment, )

This last consideration was painfully apparcnt in dozens of
unsuccessful efforts to transplant distinguist :d Europeans, most
of whom explained, with £sarming candor, that they liked it
where they were. The fact that one department reported nine
such misadventures, another five, another three, another two,
and several one or more perhaps confirms a chairman’s w
comment about the mounting disinclination of “refugee schol-
ars” to endure the “physical unattractiveness of Cambridge as a
community these days”; or perhaps it suggests that the pull of
one’s own country and language and culture is too potent to

to attract you to another university?” the senior faculty, in all departments,
expressed its views as follows (given in percentages).
s0.2 not by higher salaries
” ”"

90.2 tenure appointments
77.¢ 7 " reduced teaching loads
74.2 " " special facilities
89.6 " " name chairs
70.1 " ™ achance for a fresh start
68.3 " " other attractions
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resist. In any event, one depressing case-history invites specu-
lation: an eminent professor of a provincial English university,
having responded warmly to initial inquiries, visited Harvard
and made 1t clear that he was ready for a formal offer, where-
upon he was tendered an appointment that he at once accepted.
Almost before the deed was done, however, he asked to be re-
lieved of the commitment, citing personal and domestic reasons
for his rapid change of mind. The administration of course com-
plied with his request, but “we know now,” his former chairman
said, “‘that he was expecting an Oxford (or Cambridge) appoint-
ment: there he will be in 1967-68.”

Although most scholars, foreign or domestic, who rejected
Harvard’s invitation did so with more candor, it is hard to list
their reasons in order of importance. Perhaps some random
examples — not concerned with the cost of real estate or edu-
cation — will be instructive at this point. One man was un-
willing to lzave a well-cushioned bertipm at a major university for
a job here with much more teaching and less time off for his
research (but, the chairman reporting this decision added, “I
never heard money mentioned” as a factor in the case). A
number of rejections, in various departments, were based on dis-
approval of an untidy conjunction of areas within a single field
of knowledge, or aversion to a dictatorial former chairman, or
fear that Harvard showed “malaise” in its handling of a cer-
tain subject; moreover, a number of rejections, in two other
departments, were attributed by the chairmen to what one of
them called “an internal and regrettable matter of disagreement
among ourselves” and the other “an unfortunate series of per-
sonal antipathies.”

In most instances, however, it would seem that those declining
Harvard’s invitation did not love Harvard less, they merely
loved their present institutions more. And usually for good
reason, for these institutions, challenged by a Harvard offer,
almost invariably fostered such devotion with the promise of
reduced teaching loads and inflated salaries that Harvard could
not match without abandoning the principle of relative egali-
tarianism within the various ranks. Thus it was that four can-
didates of one department, having expressed lively interest in
a formal invitation, rejected such an invitation when it came be-
cause they found a peace back home that they had never known
before; that an eminent scholar refused first a prof¢  rship and
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then a university professorship at Harvard because of old at-
tachments elsewhere; that our refusal to accommodate the aca-
demic aspirations of one candidate’s wife was “decisive” in his
rejection of our offer; that another man, on reflection, resolved
to stay where he was as the director of an institute that he him-
self had founded. Although some chairmen expressed chagrin
and even anger at such failures, it would scem that in almost
every instance Harvard would have had to buy its victory with
concessions, including star-professorships, that the Committee
would deplore.

With the exception of only one letter (from a man who
himself has twice declined university professorships elsewhere),
our cvidence does not support the notion that Harvard’s losses
in senior personnel are to be rcgarded as symptoms of decay.
There have been such losses, to be sure, and some of them severe,
but whereas they incvitably become a topic for discussion, our
successes in withstanding raids have been so frequent and in-
deed routine that they do not attract attention. Even if one
chairman’s assertion that “everyone under fifty-five receives
occasional feelers” would perhaps not hold for all departments,
the reports throughout the letters of scores of unsuccessful raids
arc buttressed by the questionnaire, which shows that in the
last two years almost 60 per cent of our tenure personnel have
rejected formal invitations from other insticutions. Although
we heard of one or two resignations prompted by pique or
disaffection — for example, that of an associate professor im-
patient with his tempo of promotion — most of those who left
did so ior reasons casting no discredit on the University: one
professor resigned to become director of perhaps the most presti-
gious rescarch institute in the world, another to accept a chair
that his own alma mater had established to commemorate his
father’s long career, and several others (nearing mandatory re-
tirement) to prolorg their terms of active service at other uni-
versities, and so on.

It should be added that a few of our losses may be laid to
personal or domestic difficuliies, which even our inquisitive
Commiittee was reluctant to explore. Suffice it to say that such
resignations were beyond our competence to explain or the
administration’s to prevent.

Turning to the problem of the non-tenure (pcrsonncl, we
meet a different and a very complex situation, for which this
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Committee thinks that prompt remedial action is required. If,
as we have seen, our evidence about the tenure faculty shows
no startling discrepancies or contradictions, that relating to the
junior staff reveals the widest variations. Thus we were told
that onc department “for the first time in its memory” was en-
countering “serious difficulty” in hiring and reaining junior
personnel, whereas another (closely allied with the first) had
not met the slightest problem in getting anyone it wanted, either
from its own graduates or from other institutions.

Such polaritics, embracing many topics, were apparent through
almost all the chairmen’s letters. From one we learned that “as
for non-tenure appointments, we have had no trouble at all in
finding good peopre to fill our openings,” and from another that
“generally it has been extremely difficult to attract staff on the
junior level.” The comment that “we have ne trouble in re-
cruiting junior staff, either from among our own Ph.D.’s or
from elsewhere” was juxtaposed to anotEcr chairman’s fears of
mounting perils in staffing on that level. One department in
which the Ph.D. is exceptionally prolonged (owing to the travel
and research involved) reported not only that it often lost its
most eligible doctoral candidates to other institutions which do
not insist on the degree, but also that it failed to attract new
Ph.D.’s from elsewhere because of its well-known reluctance
to promote junior personnel (only one of whom, in fifteen
years, had risen to a tenure rank). Although another reported
litele difficulty in appointing its own Ph.D.'s despite sur low
beginning salary for instructors, “it is only good luck which
permits us to hire occasional people of equal calibre from other
institutions.” A third had managed to cscape the problem, it
was admitted, by not even going after Ph.D/’s from other insti-
tutions. In one large department it appears to be routine for
all junior members to split their time between teaching and re-
search, but in several others (particularly in the humanities)
the teaching load. traditionally very heavy, increases year by
year with mounting enrollment and expanded tutorial programs.
Referring to this situation, one chairman (not in the humani-
tics) remarked that although a uniform relationship b:tween
teaching and research in all academic departments was probably
not to be attained, it was “clearly” up to the Committec to deal
“with such bizarre discrepancies by writing “guide lines” for the
University.
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Although other chairmen mentioned other things with vary-
ing degrees of acerbity — for instance, the actual length of
service in the lower ran{s under the present system, the saddling
of non-tenure personnel with administrative chores, the assistant

rofessor’s dim prospect of promotion, the inequity of oppor-
tunity for additionalP summer salary for scientists and for men
in the humanities, etc. — two big themes emerged more clearly:
1) that in the light of present competition for new Ph.D.’s tKe
Harvard instructorship has been rendered obsolete; and 2) that
our salary scale for non-tenure personnel is sadly out of line
with that of other institutions. One chairman, speaking with
notable restraint about his problems in recruiting non-tenure
Eersonnel, explained that “the salary rate of young instructors
as proved to be not particularly attractive,” but his counter-
parts were mainly more assertive. One of them may stand as
spokesman for the rest:

We have been able to make very little use of the rank of instructor
in recent years. Our own best graduate students are regularly offered
assistant professorships elsewhere at $9,000 or more even before com-
pleting their degrees. The best students from other good depart-
ments are also usually so well placed by the time their degrees are
in hand that we cannot plausibly offer them our anomalous instruc-
torship.

Thus the chairmen on their own administrative problems;
but we also heard the comments, most of them unflattering,
from a group of six assistant professors whom we asked to meet
and share their views with us. Somewhat to our surprise, most
of these young men (representing six departments) were not
particularly concerned about the housing situation or by school-
ing for their children or about the Harvard salary scale, but they
were virtually unanimous in protesting the “alienation” of the
junior personnel. In their opinion, the distance between the
upper and the lower levels — as symbolized by the exclusion
of the younger men from discussions of curriculum and of
staffing at the junior level, by their social isolation, and by their
lack of such civilities or necessities as stationery, telephones,
laboratory supplies, and secretarial assistance — was the most
painful aspect of thei- life at Harvard. (It should be added that
the tenure faculty in some departments often also yearns in vain
for the very same civilities and necessities whose absence these
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young men deplored.) They agreed, moreover, that the struc-
ture of titles should be revised, and the instructorship abolished.

ii. Natural Sciences

The natural sciences have also had difficulties in making ap-
pointments. We summarize broadly by presenting the following
data with the warning that there is no uniform record: the
fluctuations from one department to another may be the more
significant information. But for what it is worth we find, in-
tegrating all accounts in this area over the past decade, 27 offers
to men already at Harvard in one capacity or another accepted,
27 offers to men at other universities or laboratories accepted,
and 5o offers (formal or informal) to men at other places re-
fused. The latter figure is no doubt a lower limit, since it is
unlikely that all informal contacts were reported. There seems
to be no record of a refusal by men already at Harvard, even
though there was no lack of competition for them.

For the present, therefore, we conclude one thing more surely
than anything else: once a man is settled and reasonably suc-
cessful, it is hard to move him either to or away from Harvard.
The more senior and successful he is, the more sure is this con-
clusion. Thus there is a really great premium on the early recog-
nition of talent together with the establishment of a system which
makes it attractive for young men of promise to stay at Harvard
during the full period of their development. The technique of

oing out and recruiting a senior person to fill a specific need

as Eecome an arduous ar1 often unrewarding procedure. In
special cases it still works, and should not be abandoned in prin-
ciple, but to depend on it as an exclusive mode of recruitment is
folly.

As in other fields, the great attractions at Harvard were clearly
indicated to be the quality of colleagues, the rather exceptional

uality of student, both graduate and undergraduate, the pres-
tige of the University, and the intellectual interests and activities
of the entire Cambridge and suburban community,

In the recruitment of candidates involving competition at the
senior level, Harvard’s salary offers are below and often far
below competing offers. A not untypical quotation is as follows:
“However, Pro%essor —— declined the offer made to him
after ——— gave him a very large salary increase and freed
him from any formal obligations to teach. . . . Since that [the
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counter offer] was at least $600o over our most senior pro-
fessor’s salary at the time, we were overwhelmed.” And further
on: “It is extremely awkward, even embarrassing, to approach a
man when you are offering a smaller salary than he is presentl
making.” All of this is not to say that on the average Harvard's
salaries for scientists are not competitive, but to point out why
it is so awkward to try to fill vacancies in the staff with estab-
lished people whom everyone knows to be outstanding. Con-
versely, the high average salaries and the fair treatment of the
whole faculty are important factors in the Harvard faculty’s
loyalty and stability.

Another quotation summarized these financial data and intro-
duces yet another matter: outside sources of income.

At the tenure level, despite Harvard’s high average salaries, we
ar¢ not financially competitive for the people of the quality and
reputation we are seeking. On the other hand, our existing strength
and the quality of our graduate students have on the whole enabled
us to attract and retain people a‘;ainst substantial financial sacrifices,
made up in part by the unusually attractive consulting opportuni-
ties in the Cambridge area — attractive not only from the Enancial
sta~dpoint but even more from the standpoint of intellectual chal-
lenge and variety.

The latter part of the quotacion refers to opportunities which
are important to some but by no means all of the scientific fac-
ulty at Harvard.

Klousing, schooling and subsidics for education are no doubt
as important to scientists as to others, but they received very
little specific attention in the chairmen’s reports.

An important question for scientists is related to the avail-
ability of laboratories, rescarch funds, and support facilities such
as computers, shops, etc. Conditions vary from field to field, but
on the whole space conditions and facilities have been good at
Harvard. It is said that we have recently been slipping behind,
that many competing universitics offer more attractive labora-
tories, berter facilities, and more aid in getting research funds
from foundations and the government. The Program for Science
in Harvard College has been set up to alleviate this situation.
There scems little more that can be done now cther than to
work for the success of that program. Certainly an effort should
be made in Washington to insure that if there is a drive toward

40

L : 47



establishing new centers o ellence in science it is not done
at the expense of starving th. . .ccessful centers now in existence.
It should be recognized here that this threat exists, and that if it
materializes Harvard’s position in the sciences will fall sharply.

On the question of junior staff the reports indicated not only
a variety of results in recruiting but an cqually . ersc set of
policies. In one department there had been no promotions to
tenure, in others almost all tenure positions had been filled by
promotions. Most departments find it difficule if not impossible
to recruit non-tenure staff from outside Harvard as instructors,
and this rank has therefore largely been abandoned. But for
some internal and occasional outside appointments, especially
those split between teaching and rescarch, the rank of instructor
is still used successfully in some departments. In such cases it is
clear to the department and to the appointee that the appoint-
ment is at most for three years, and is to be regarded in some
sense as a post-doctoral fellowship. The Benjamin Pierce In-
structorships in mathematics, which appear to be relatively easy
to staff, constitute a unique situation. But it seems likely that
here again the position is regarded as a prestigious training
ground by the appointees.

As in the case of tenure staff, the attractiveness of a Harvard
appointment to a young assistant professor in the sciences is asso-
ciated more with the quality of the faculty and students with
whom he works than with anything else. Salaries and chances
of promotion are generally not quite so good as in the best com-
peting institutions. A quotation from one chairman’s report
explains the situat.on clearly.

I feel that both the junior ranks are relatively unattractive. The
inflation of the assistant professor rank has also resulted in pre-
mature forcing of the tenure question. Our basic dilemma is that
the inteilectual standards we set for an assistant professor are higher
than those now set even in universities with which we are competing,
but the salaries and working conditions are not better, if as good.
People, particularlv Harvard Ph.D.s, recognize that a Harvard
Assistant Professorship is a very good jumping-off place for other
positions, and so we are still able to compete fairlv well in those
areas where we already have a substantial senior staff. The advan-
tages of being at Harvard outweigh the financial disadvantages in
such areas. But we find it almost mpossible to launch a new area,
where the prospective appointee doesn’t see the attraction of work-
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ing with senior colleagues of national reputation in his particular
arca of interest.

iii. Research Appointments

University records show that the first Corporation appoint-
ment of a post-doctoral Research Fellow was in 1g16-17 on a
Sachs Fellowship in Fine Arts. Although such appointments
were made annually between the wars, the number  remained
small. Some fellowships, like those sponsored by the National
Research Council, were national in scope; others were awarded
locally with private and foundation support.

After 1945 not only did the financing of the fellowships in
the natural sciences shift gradually to federal agencies but the
character of the appointments changed with the spreading use
of rescarch project grants and contracts to finance research by
individual faculty members. Such persons sclect their own staff
as post-doctoral research assistants whose compensation is in
salary rather than in fellowship stipends but who none the less
are recommended by the departments for Corporation appoint-
ments as Research Fellows,

Concerned with the anomalous status of a growing number
of Rescarch Fellows in the Harvard community, the Corpora-
tion ruled in 1949 that normally the tenure of such appointments
would be limited to three years, although in “special cases™ it
could be extended to eight years for men under thirty-five. More
recently, in 1964, the Corporation specified three titles for such
rescarch appointents: Research Fellows, who are usually more
or less cquivalent in age and academic seniority to junior members
of the instructional staff; Rescarch Assoctates, who are more
nearly equivalent in status to senior members of the faculty;
and Senior Research Associates. VWhereas the first two ranks are
appointed for a maximum of cight years, the third is “without
limit of time” — the phrase indicating, as the Corporation speci-
fied, the presumption of continuing employment but not aca-
demic tenure.

The number of research appointees has been growing very
rapidly, from 181 in 1951-52 to §4: in 1966-67 (in the Faculty
of Arts and Sciences and in related budger centers). Of the
total in 1966~67, 345 were in the naturai science departments, g
in social science departments, and 8 in humanities, An additional
96 were in various rescarch centers concerned with social sci-
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ences, 80 in those concerned with natural sciences, and 3 in
those concerned with the humanities. The rank of Senior Re-
search Associate has been used sparingly; in 1966-67 there were
only g such appointees, of whom § were ar the Cambridge Elec-
tron Accelerator. The number of Rescarch Associates that year
was 116 (sce Appendix Table I11).

These figures, including all those who held Corporation
appointments during a twelve-month period, may overstate by
as much as 25 to 30 per cent the nuniber active at any given
ume. Both in absolute numbers and in the ratio of research
arpointees to tenure faculty, Harvard is second i the group of
eleven institutions for which statistical information is available.
M.LT. is first, with about twice as high a ratio and nearly twice
the number, whereas the numbers for Columbia (the third ranked
institution on the list) are abeur half those for Harvard, With
the exception of Cornell, the largest fraction of rescarch ap-
pointees in all institutions is in the natural sciences.

From many thoughtful responses of departmental chairmen
and directors of various research-centered activities, the Com-
mittee reached these conclusions:

1) “"he average tenure of Research Fellows and Associates
is qui.¢ hort, averaging two or three ycars. The restriction
of nure to no more than eight years preseits no reai
problem.

2) None of the organizational units that have significant
numbers of research aﬁpointees expects further rapid growth
in the number of such appointments. On the contrary, the
shortage of federal funds for research, especially in the
physical sciences, suggests the probability of significant
shrinkage 111 some areas.

3) The overwhelming majority of Research Fellows (and
of Honorary Research Fellows) associate themselves closely
with some particular member of the faculty, even when
they have independent stipends.

4) To a notable extent the post-doctoral research assistants
become integral parts of research groups, in which capacit
they both assist the faculty in the research guidance otp grad-
uate students and also carry on their own investigations.

5) Except for a few reservations in one case, their sponsors
strongly endorse the presence of these men at Harvard as
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contributing to the scholarly activities of the faculty while
making no greater demands on facilities and funds than
would result if the Research Fellows were replaced by cqual
numbers of graduate students,

¢) A research appointee is normally not involved in formal
teaching, only § to 10 per cent of them holding part-time
appointments as non-tenure members of the teaching fac-
ulty. Though not great in numbers, thesc appointees play
an important part n the teaching us well as the research
of a few departments,

7) While the fraction of research appointees at Harvard
who are subsequently named to the teaching faculty is
very smiall, such rescarch appointments frequently lead to
academic posts clsewhere, and thus are beneficial to the
teaching careers of the incumbents,

Since only 35 per cent of those questioned sent beck replies,
the response of research appointees to the questionnaire was
rather disappointing; the statistical information that follows
should rhcrc}orc be received with caution, For what it is worth,
however, we can report that the majority of those responding
are married, have non-working wives, rent housing in Cam-
bridge, spend more than 75 per cent of their time in research
(and consider this situatio. ideal), regard physical facilities at
Harvard as ncither especially artractive nor limiting, are satis-
ficd with their relations among their peers and with senior fac-
ulty, and would leave Harvard if they were offered higher sala-
rics elsewhere.

The general conclusion of the Commiittee on the basis of all
these responses is that no drastic change of the policies of the
Faculty of Arts and Sciences in regard to research appointments
is in order, even though the total number of sach appointments
should be continuously reviewed to make sure thae the func-
tioning of the graduate school is not jeopardized.

The Commitree also recognizes that the research activitie:
and nceds of various departments and research centers of this
faculty are so diverse that rigid rules concerning the numbers
of rescarch appointees and their duties and privileges would be
detrimental. Fowever, it recommends that a group be named to
represent those organizations within the faculty which have
substantial nunbers of research appointees and to consider a
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number of not altogether inconsequential problems, such as: the
optimal degree of uniformity in salaries; the nature and extent
of teaching open to Rescarch Fellows who are formally on full-
time research appointments and the extent to which the organ-
izations represented, rather than individual faculty members,
should be concerned with the selection and thereafter with the
placement of post-doctoral research assistants who hold appoint-
ments as Research Fellows,

iv. The Ad Hoc Connmnittee System

Although i* is likely that every Harvard President since Henry
Dunster has called on others for advice and counsel when facing
hard decisions, the present system of ad boc committees, viewed
in the long history of the University, is of very recent origin,
Fven a gencration ago there secems to have been no prescribed
procedure, of the sort thar we have come to know so well,
whereby the President, havih 2 received a departmental recom-
mendation for a permanent appointment, convenes an ad boc
committee comprising several persons from outside the Univer-
sity, plus one or two from his own faculty, to meer with him and
the Decan in order to review a man’s achievements and creden-
tials, examine witnesses, and aid in reaching the decision that, if
favorable, will be transmirted to the governing boards for final
action,

Like so many other things at Harvard nowadays, this pro-
cedure may be traced to the report of the Committee of Fight,
In part codifying “exisring practises and existing trends” and
in part attempting to suggest reforms, the relevant scetion of
the report (pages 1o6-109) did two important things: it strongly
reaffirmed the prerogative of the departments, under normal
circumstances, of originating recommendations for tenure ap-
pointments, and it urged an expanded use of advisory committees
whereby the administration could be assisted in its task of evalu-
ating and implementing such proposals by departments. The
first of these achicvements has been most recently ratified by
Mr. Pusey’s last report, which says, almost in passing, that “re-
sponsibility for faculty appointments rests in the first instance
on the departments . . . themselves, and a major measure of a
department’s trae quality is the skill and sericusness with which
it discharges rhis responsibility.” ‘The sceond, as we shall sce,
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has been ratified Ly the administration’s handling of appoint-
ments since 1939.

As expounded by the Committec of Eight, the consultative
procedure, providing for cverything from brotherly advice to
parental supervision, was capable of extremely varied functions.
On one level, for example, and at its most permissive and fra-
ternal, it could be employed by small departments that, lacking
the “‘expert competence” to d);termine a candidate’s qualifica-
tions, might wish to be “augmented” by other members of the
faculty who would assist in the deliberations. In such cases the
“extended recommending group” — which, significantly, would
“ordinarily” be created by the department itself, so that the
two were co-extensive — would presumably serve the dual pur-
pose of framing a proposal for the President and then of helping
him assess its merits.

As the Committee of Eight recognized, however, a procedure
of such pastoral simplicity would clearly be inadequate for
“certain situations” in which the administration might “well
dissent” from a department’s recommendation or disapprove of
its corporate behavior. “It sometimes happens,” we are told in
the report,

that a department has lost its specialized competence, through
failing to keep abreast of developments in its field. It may then
need, through the intervention of the Administration, to be recon-
stituted, or to receive an infusion of “new blood.” Or a department
may be paralyzed by internal dissension, and be incapable of con-
structive and unified policy. Or a department may, through an un-
conscious process of inbreeding, have become narrow and one-sided
in its outlook. A department which, in any of these ways, or in
others, fails in its proper function, requires assistance in order to
reassume its normal responsibilitics.

In such instances, the consultative procedure would undergo a
transformation, for then the “extended recommending group”
described above would become a real ad bhoc commiittee, created
by the administration, superseding the department, and acting
in a constabulary and remedial capacity.

[t is clear that in the generation since the Committee of Fight
tricd to normalize and strengthen these procedures they them-
selves have chianged. \Whereas the use of the department, “aug-
mented” by its allies, as both *“an extended recommending group”
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and also as a consultative body has completely disappeared, the
use of the ad hoc committee as an administrative tool created
by the President has now become routine: whar was conceived
of as a sort of therapeutic aid for the administrative relief of
sick or disabled departments has come to be the standard pro-
cedure for processing permancnt appointments in most of the
University. A token ofE this change is afforded by the so-called
Bundy report, which shows that what in 193¢ had been advanced
— probably with considerable diffidence —as a tentative pro-
posal had by 1956 become a fact of life ar Harvard, “VWhen a
vacancy has been declired and a recommendation has been
made,” the Bundy report explains,

the next step is the President’s appointment of an ad hoc committee
to consider the recommendation and other possible candidates and
to give him such advice as it sees fit. This element in our procedure
is important and good; we strongly urge that no permanent appoint-
ment should be approved without seeking the advice of such a com-
mittee. . . . We see the ad boc committec as having its greatest
value when it is flexibly used as an instrument of adviee, and not
rigidly conceived of as an arbitrary hurdle in the pathway to appoint-
ment. We think it an institution of great value, reinforcing but never
replacing the responsible judgment of the President.

An examination of the minutes of all the ad bhoc committees
convened by the President between rgss and 1967 makes it
clear that these groups, employed as the instruments of advice
described by the Bundy report, have proved to be essential in
the complex workings of the faculty. Despite oceasional am-
biguity in the minutes — itself a reflection of intricate discus-
stons, involving many candidates, that sometimes led to incon-
clusive or tentative agreements — the bare statistics are impres-
sive. In the period covered by our survey, more than 200 com-
mittees assisted the administration in weighing the merits of some.
300 candidates for permanent appointment, of whom roughly
two-thirds were endorsed, the others being cither disqualified
outright or returned to the departments for further serutiny
and possible restbmission.  Of the formal invitations resulting
from these actions, some 200 were aceepted and 29 declined.

However, such figures cannot suggest the variety and com-
plexity of the committees” operations. Although it was by no
means uncommon for the advisory group, convened to review
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a single reconmmendation for a well-defined vacancy, to reach
an casy, quick decision, in many instances the conunittee was
required ro evaluate several candidates for several different but
reciprocally interacting jobs, with the result that the range of
reference and discussion was notably enlarged. For example,
of the twelve committees in 1955-5¢, nine were coneerned with
single recommendatiors, whereas the others dealt respectively
with two, three, and five. Similarly, of the twcnry-four com-
mittees in 1963-64, nincteen were concerned with single recom-
mendations, whereas one dealt with two, two with three, one
with four, and onc (for research appointments with tenure
limited to a budgetary institution) with ecight. Complications
of a different sort arose when, as not infrequently it happened,
a committee was invited not only to review specific recom-
mendations but also to analyze the workings of a department
and join in long-range planning for its demonstrated failings
and its anticipated needs,

These assigniments often led to discussions and recommenda-
tions of such serpentine complevity that they may best be in-
dicated by a few examples (drawn from dozens scattered through
the minutes):

Declining to rank a slate of three candidates on the

round that the department’s “preliminary” consideration
ﬁad been too much “restricted,” the committee suggested
that the department be instructed to undertake a thorough
discussion of some “alternative candidates,” one of whom
was subsequently appointed without further consultation.

Invited to suggest ways by which a department could
“strengthen” its offering in a hitherto neglected branch of
knowledge, the committee took five separate but related
actions: 1) it unanimously recommended the importation
of one man and also (on its own initiative) suggested a
“fully acceptable” alternate; 2) having rcgrctfuﬁy climi-
nated four superior but presumably unavailable persons as
candidates for another post, it gave its “qualified” endorse-
ment to a fifth and also listed three others whom it thought
“worthy™ of consideration in the furure; 3) it “warnfy”
endorsed another recommended candidate for yet arother
post but professed itself not “qualificd” to “act regarding
alternates”™; 4) asked to “pass on a list of candidates” for
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a joint appointment, it split its vote on one and declared
the other three unsuitable; §) it gave as its “preponderant
opinion” that yet another person ‘“merited” the title of
professor.

Convened to “discuss the program™ of a certain branch
of the University, the committee concluded that the re-
sources of the department were inadequate for coping with
contemporary (}evelopments. suggested a fundamental
change in its activities, and proposed a slate of possible
candidates for the direcrorship of the reconstructed opera-
tion.

Asked to consider the recommendation of promotion for
a certain assistant professor, the committee “became in-
volved” in a discussion of two of his colleagues, one of
whom received endorsement while the other was rejected.

Asked to review recommendations for two associate pro-
fessorships, the committee was “reluctant” to approve them
because it thought that neither candidate would fill the
outstanding need of the department, which was in another
area. Thereupon it drew up and sent to the department a
slate of four for the post that it considered vital. %ltimately
one of these was named to a professorship, together with
one of the two original candidates to an associate professor-
ship.

Asked to review a preferential list of five men recom-
mended for a permanency, the committee rearranged the
order of the slate and then endorsed all five.

Asked to consider the recommendation of a man from
another university for a professorship, the committee en-
dorsed the candidate unanimously, but then it pointed out
the “serious nced” of the department for another appoint-
ment in another area of the field.

Asked to review a split recommendation for a professorial
appointment, the committee agreed not only that the can-
didate Iacked “sufficient strength” to join the Harvard
faculty but also that the most pressing need of the depart-
ment — which it duly specified — could not be met by dic
person recommended.

Asked to assess the merits of three candidates for a single
job in a badly split department, the committee *“did not
find a convincing case” for any one of them, whereupon
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the President instructed the department to restudy its prob-
lems and return with another recommendation the follow-

ing year.

[t is no doubt safe to say that almost every department in the
University, at one time or another, has had occasion to murmur
or to grow] about its misadventures with these ad hoc commit-
tees. 1o be sure, we listened — with incredulity and envy —
to onc chairman’s assertion that his large department’s record
was unsullied: it had presented no candidate t¢ an ad boc com-
mittee without prior assurance that an invitation would be ac-
cepted when and if it came, and moreover his department had
gone before no ad boc committee without getting what it wanted.
Such felicity, however, was not widely shared; indeed, it was
unique. Although we can report no decp and general disaffec-
tion with the ad boc system, we can report complaints, both
open and oblique, about the glacial tempo of naming and assem-
bling these advisory groups, about their preconceptions as to
what is or is not good for a department, and about the way their
cumbersome machinery sometimes inhibits a chairman’s freedom
to maneuver in a competitive situation.

For example, one chairman wondered if the ad boc system
had not been rendered “obsolete”:

Is it responsible for giving us a faculty of older men? Or does
the fault lie in the department? I suggest that reform be considered
that will encourage adventurous appointments of a younger group.
An initial suggestion would be the formation of appointment com-
mittees from among the younger members of a profession. They
are better able to judge innovation than the elders. The primary
justification of the ad hoc committee system is that it prevents the
formation of stodgy and ingrown departments. In a number of cases
it has failed to do so. This is a problem worth investigating.

Another chairman told a cautionzry anccdote about a young
man making $12.000 elsewhere, who, after a preliminary ap-
proach from Harvard, had been raised to $16,000, and was
forthwith raised again (to $20,000) when at "ing last Harvard’s
formal offer came. This episode had prompted speculation, he
went on to say, about our inability to meet “the slippage and
successful counterbidding” in tight negotiations —an inability,
or at any rate a disadvantage, that is widely charged against the
deliberate workings of the ad boc system.
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While recognizing the force of such complaints we strongly
urge that the system be retained. Given a faculty which in size
and complexity has changed as much as ours within a single
generation, it is hard to see how the departments could long
retain their proper functions or the administration discharge
its executive responsibilities without the aid of these com-
mittees. On the onc hand, they serve not only to protect and
even strengthen the recommending power of the d}; artments,
but also they help to check the local jealousics, the favoritism,
and the inbreeding to which departments are notoriously prone.
On the other hand, they enable the administration not only to
maintain a sensitive contact with the teaching personnel but also
to meet their wants and needs, as channeledP through depart-
ments, with an objective and informed response. To be sure, the
system needs improvement, especially in the tempo of its opera-
tions, but it has long since proved its value (as our citations
from the minutes show), and we ourselves believe that with the
adjustments and reforins to be suggested in Chapter VII it can
be of even greater value in the future.
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Chapter V

THE COMPENSATION OF THE
HARVARD FACULTY

A report on the recruitment and retention of the Harvard
faculty requires an examination of salary, fringe benefits, and
related conditions. Such an inquiry is not preémpred by the
reassuring AAUP 1966-67 report that the Harvard average
academic year compensation ()} full-time faculty members was
$18,700, heading the list and showing a substantial lead over
other major institutions of higher education.! Neither is it
sufficient to report that rhe thoughtful letters from department
chairmen, reviewing their experience at the tenure ranks over
the past decade, leave the general impression that compensation
very rarely has been a significant independent factor in the
recruitment and rerention of this faculty.

Average measures of compensation may well mask serious

-problems for particular ranks, age groups, departments, special-

ties, and families witn special medical or educational problems.
The compensation of the average scholar clsewhere, morcover,
is no basis on which to maintain scholarly leadership here. This
Committee has tried accordingly to make a searching examina-
tion of compensation at Harvard, for various groups which
comprise the faculty, including comparisons with compensation
at other leading universitics. VWe have sought to ascertain those
groups within this faculey for which salary, benefits, or related
conditions may be most significant in the recruitment and reten-
tion of these scholars. These pressure points are identified in
order to appraisc priorities in considering our recommendations.

This chapter starts with a review of the FHarvard salary scale
and comparison with salaries at other leading institutions. The
discussion then turns to salary differentials by field, age, and

"American Association of University Professors, Bulletin, June 1967, p-
144. “Compensation™ includes academic year salary and fringe benefits,
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years subsequent to the Ph.D. degree ar Harvard and at other
universities. A sccrion follows on ranks and titles. The dara on
job offers developed by the questionnaire and a survey of faculty
opinion is then summarized. A section is devored to certain
major fringe benefits. A fin " section specifies the priorities the
Committee recommends with regard to compensation.

Harvard Salaries

The Harvard salary scale, the salary for the academic year for
cach rank, is shown in Table 1 for various dates since 1946-47.
The table also specifies the number of members of the faculty
in each rank.

The actual payments which any salary scale yields to mem-
bers of the faculty depend critically upon the way in which
these scales are administered; that is, the distribution of indi-
viduals within cach range, the rate of advance within a range
and among ranks. The actual yield of these salary scales, as
measured by the arithmetic mean and the median salary for the
years since 1946-47, is presented in Table 2.

The data in Tables 1 and 2 show that IHarvard salaries in-
creased substantially more rapidly in the past decade than they
did in the first decade after World War I1.* The rates of
increase in the median salaries in the two decades and for the
twenty-yeir period as a whole can be readily compared in
Table 3.

The rates «f increase in salaries in the past decade particularly
have been larger in the non-tenure than in the tenure ranks.
The increase in the past decade in the median salary was 82
per cent for instructors, 63 per cent for assistant professors, 52
ser cent for associate professors, and 54 per cent for professors.?

The tables also reflect the fact that as salary scales have risen
for professors the range of discretion in serting salaries has

rown both absolutely and relatively in the past decade. In the
ﬁ\tc 1930's the normal salary range tor the professor was $8,000
to $12,000; in 1966-67 the normal range was $15,000 to $26,000.

“In making comparisons over the period 1946-47 to 1956-57 or 1936-47 to
1y66-67 it is to be remembered that in 1956-57 the pension plan was revised
so that the 5 per cent of salary for all ranks which had previously been con-
tributed by the faculty member was thercafter contributed by the University,
in addition to the previous University contribution of 7.5 per cent.

*Salary data for the rank of lecturer are not included here since the com-
pensation of lecturers tends to be related to other salaries.
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A Comparison with Salaries in other Major Universitie

The coiperative survey of compensation in 196¢ 37 made
with ten other major universities * underscores the complexities
in making systematic comparisons among universities. At least
three of the group have no formal salary scales; several others
have only a formal starting salary for a rank but nc ‘ormal
maximum for one or more ranks. In seven out of the ten uni-
versitics salaries paid to one rank significantly overlapped the
salaries paid to another rank; thus, associate professors may be
paid $10,000 to §17,500 and professors $12,500 to $25,000, In
most of the universities an associate professorship, as at Harvard,
carrics a tenure appointment, but in others the rank of associate
professor does not necessarily involve tenure.

Table 4
Arrays of Salaries, 11 Universitics, 1966-67 *
Normal Starting Salary Normal Starting Salary Maxiinum Salary

Assotiate Professor Professor I'rofessor
$11,300 $14,200 $34,000
11,000 14,000 32,000

11,000 14,000 30,000

10,500 14,000 30,000

10,000 13,500 28,000

10,000 13,500 28,000

10,000 13,000 26,000

10,000 12,300 26,000

10,000 12,000 26,000

9,000 12,000 24,400

Harvard 11,000 15,000 26,000°*

* These salary arrays do not include {ringe benefits,
** Exclusive of five University Professon,

Despite these serious difficulties, one general view of salaries
of these ten universitics in 1966-67 in departments correspond-
ing to the Faculty of Arts and Sciences is provided by arrays
showing the normal starting salary for associate professors and
professors and the highest salary for professors. Each array is
independent, and the starting and highest salaries for the same
university are not ncccssnrifv shown on the same line. It is
recognized, of course, that individuals may in fact be started
above the normal minima cited.

*The other universities in the group were California (Berkeley), Chicago,
Columbia, Cornell, Michigan, M.LT,, Princeton, Stanford, Toronto, and Yale.
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It may be noted in passing that for the year 1966-67, the
AAUP rated as an “A” 2 mmimum compensation of $10,850,
including fringe benefits, for the rank of associate professor and
$14.530 for professor; it assigned an “AA” rating to a minimum
compensation of $12,490 for the rank of associate professor and
$17,220 for professor. (No major university was ranked as
“AA” as far as the minimum scale was concerned.)

The “average compensation for full-time faculty” for 1966-
67 for ninc of the universitics in our special study are publicly
reported to the AAUP, and are shown in Table 5.

Table 5

Average Compensation for Full-Time Faculty, 1966-67 *
(Including fringe benefits)

Number of
Compensation Full-Time Faculty
University of Chicago 17,376 776
Columbia University 15,573 927
Cornell University 15,762 737
University of Michigan 15,060 1,346
MLLT. 16,203 730
Princeton University 5,356 557
Stanford University 16947 600

Yale University 14,976 %

Harvard University 18,700 81&&__

6. The order of universities listed in this Table is not the same as .- order of listing in Tables
4, 6, 0r 9.

While these data do permit a general comparative view of com-
pensation in similar institutions, they do not provide much
assistance in depicting the specific competitive position of Har-
vard for particular ranks, ficlds, specialties, ages, and for scholars
of gicat distinction,

At the rank of professor and associate profe-sor, the Harvard
salary scale in 1966-67 appears to be in about the same relative
position to other leading universities as it was in 1949~50, based
upon data from the Greene report (pp. 32-34). At that time
the Harvard scale for professors, $9,000-815,000, and the
average salary of $11,350 were above thosc of any of the eleven
other universities surveyed in that report. The margin of lead,
however, has narrowed over the intcrvening seventeen years.
The Harvard scale and average salary at the rank of associate
professor in 1949-50 was not quite at the top, being narrowly
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exceeded by two of the other eleven universities, but in 1966-67
the starting salary for that level was virtually at the top (see
Table 4).

The comparative position of Harvard at the non-tenure ranks
of instructor and assistant professor is not easy to assess, in part
because the rank of instructor in many other universities includes
both those with a Ph.D. and those who have not completed the
degree. Morcover, the assistant professorship in most institutions
has become the liring-in rank for the rew Ph.D. in most ficlds.
The cooperative survey provides the following salary data:

Table 6
Arrays of Salaries, Instructors and Assistant Professors,
1066—67
Ratio of Assistant
Range for Range for Professors to Instruc-
Assiztant Professor Instructor with Ph.D. tory with Ph.D.
$8,400-10,600 None
8,750~11,000 £7,500-8,750 31
8,500-10,750 7.000-8,000 27:1
8,500-14,000 None
8,000-1.4,000 6,000-¢,000 4:1
8,000~1§,000 §,000~10,000 1%
8,000~ ¢ 600 6,500-9,500 71
8,0Cu-1,,000 Not reported
8,000-10,000 7.800-8,500 4:1
7,000~13,000 6,000-9,000 7:1
Harvard g,000-10,600 7.800-8,600 1g:t

In 1966-67 Harvard had far more instructors, with a Ph.D.,
than did anyv of the other insticutions. Indeed, the rank has
virtually passed from the academic scence in these other univer-
sities as an effective hiring-in rank for seaff with the Ph.D. The
following comments from other universities are illustrative:

The majority of new PhI). appointments of full-time faculty
members during 1966- 67 was at the nine month salary of $8,900.
In a few cases the starting salary was $g.400. [ Assistant professor
scales. |

In recent vears it has become increasingly difficult to appoint
officers with the Ph.ID. as ins'ructors. There are virtuady no instruc-
tors with the Ph.D. in the natural sciences, few in rhe social sciences
and more (but the number is decreasing) in the humanities.

Faculty ranks at begin with the “instructor” designation.
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This title is disaPpcaring exeept possibly in the service departments.
iI‘heI new Ph.D.’s are typically appointed at the assistant professor
evel.

almost invariably appoints the owner of a new Ph.D. at the
rank of assistant professor. It is also customary practice to precede
that title with the word “acting” in cases where a man's degree has
not been conferred, dropping the “acting™ qualification as soon as
his university certifies comﬁlction.

In a few departments, chiefly in the humanities, new Ph.D.’s are
hired as Instructor at a salary of $8,000 to $9,000 in 1967-68. It is
more normal, however, to hire teachers who have just completed the
degree as assistant professors, §8,500 to $10,500 in 1967-68.

Harvard has not been immune to similar tendencies. But the
ratio of 1.5 to 1, assistant professors to instcuctors at Harvard
(the Harvard rate was 1 to 1 a decade ago), indicates a much
greater capacity to recruit fresh Ph.D.’s at a lower salary and
at a less advantageous title. Part of this comparative advantage
derives from hiring Harvard Ph.D.’s who are already on tEe
scene (50 out of 76 instructors in 1967-68 were Harvard
trained) and part arises from the attractiveness of Harvard as a
place for research and teaching to young scholars in 1. .y

fields.

Salary Differentials at Harvard and at Other Universities

The “traditional Principle of uniformity within each rank,”
to usc the term applied by the Committec of Eight, is not to be
understood as an isolated salary policy. It is a coherent part of
an educational and appointments policy. First, it is a commit-
ment to the expectation of top-quality appointments throughout
a department. While some appointments in a department no
doubt prove to be more distinguished than others, the depart-
ment is viewed as composed of scholarly peers, with varying
specialties, who are likewise peers in compensation. Second, this
homogeneity applies in large measure across departments and
across the areas of natural sciences, social sciences, and the
humanities. Although the exterior “market” has tended to value
various specialtics quite differently, at one time or the other, the
differences in compensation among arcas at Harvard have
probably been much less than in other major institutions.

The Harvard salary scale has been characterized traditionally
by a second principle: the salary differentials between instructors
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and professors has been relatively larger than in other institutions.
As the 1956 Report of the Commmittee on Compensation stated:
“T'he steady tendency in our profession and others has been to a
narrowing of the real distance between the salary of the beginner
and that of the senior professional. We think this trend should be
resisted and even reversed. Harvard has a long tradition of in-
sistence upon the importance of what is paid to the very best
men; we think that tradition should be firmly maintained” (pp.
2-3). As Table 2 indicates, this narrowing process has continued;
the median professor salary was 2.9 times the median instructor
salary in 1956-57, but the differential has been reduced to 2.4
times in 1966-67, without regard to the erosion that had taken
place in many departments in the instructor’s rank as a starting
rate. In other terms, the median salary of instructors for most
of the postwar period was approximately 35 per cent of the
median salary of professors, but it increased to 41 per cent by
1966—-67.

The high degree of homogeneity among fields in the admin-
istration of the Harvard salary scale in tenure ranks is reflected
in Table 7.

Table 7
Harvard Median Salaries for Tenure Ranks by Field, 1966-67°

Associste

Professors Professors *
Natural Sciences $13,000 $20,000
Social Sciences 12,250 21,000
Husmnanities 11,500 20,000
Total Faculty 12,500 20,000

* Exclusive of University Professors,

In all other universitics in the codperative survey the variation
among arcas was g-eater, with the natural sciences highest and
the humanities characteristically lowest.

A more detailed measure of homogeneity in salary administra-
tion is provided by salary data by age and years after the Ph.D.
degree within cach of the three areas. These data identify’ the
competitive pressure points where salaries for professors else-
where are higher than at Harvard. They show salaries for pro-
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fessors by particular fields, age groups, and years after the Ph.D.

The analysis of these data tor Harvard is presented in Table 8,
which shows that the Harvard salary scale has been so admin-
istered that in 1966-67 full professors, as indicated by the
median, in all three areas achieved a salary of $20,000 in a
period of 15 to 20 years after the Ph.D.

Table 8

Harvard Median Salaries for Professors by Years after the Ph.D.
Degree by Area, 1966-67
(Percentage of total in the field in parenthesis)

Years after Ph.D.  Natural Sclences Social Sciences Humanities

40 or more 21,000 (8 ) 22,000 (1 )

35-39 22,000 (13) 25,000 (7 ) $21,000 (15)
30-34 21,000 (14) 22,000 (15) 21,000 (14)
25-29 22,000 (19) 22,000 (11) 20,000 (20)
20-24 22,000 (10) 21,000 (13) 20,000 (17)
15-19 18,500 (20) 20,000 (25) 19,500 (19)
10-14 17,000 (15) 18,000 (14) 15,500 (11)
5-9 19000 (1) 19,000 (4 ) 1y (4 )

These data also show that the composition of the faculty is
not highly concentrated in certain age brackets. The Harvard
distribution results in part from the appointment chart proce-
dures and in part from the fact that expansion in this fgculty
has been relatively evenly spread over the years. These distribu-
tions are essential to appraise salary comparisons among uni-
versities, since one faculty may be comprised largely of younger
scholars and another of a high proportion of older professors.

The data from the cooperating institutions indicate that Har-
vard salaries at the tenure ranks are under most competitive
pressure in the 10 to 20 years after the Ph.D. degree or in the
period from the middle thirties to the middle forties in the
career of the scholar. Table g provides the data for 8 of the
covperating institutions.

The Harvard pattern of salary increases may yield higher
lifetime earnings after appointment to tenure, and even a higher

resent value of discounted lifetime earnings. Nevertheless, a
igher annual salary elsewhere in the 10-20 years after the
Ph.D. degree may be sufficient in some cases to influence ad-
versely the acceptance of a Harvard appointment or sufficienc
to induce movement away fron. Harvard. The years of the
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Table g

Median and Maximum Salaries by Area for 10-15 and 15-20 Years
after the Ph.D. Degree

\h-:nmx
\aturaf\c ciences Sor ul Scienic t;s— ) }{ll_ll:.;l;l!iﬁ
1015 yesrs 15-20 yeans 10 1§ years 15-20 years 10 1§ years 1§-30 years
815000  S17000 819000 $19,000 $15.000 817,000
22,500 24,500 21,000 20,500 19,000 23,700
17,000 19,500 18,000 19,000 15,500 18,000
18,500 19,000 19,500 18,200 18,000 22,000
15,000 15,700 14,600 17,600 13,800 15,000
16,700 16,500 15,500 16,600 16,700 15,500
17,000 15,000 15,000 15,500 17,500 17,000
17,000 19,000 19,000 19,000 17,000 17,000
Harvard 17,000 18,500 18,000 20,000 15,500 19,500
Maxnvuam
Natural Scivnces Social Sciences Humanities
10 1§ yeiIrs 15-20 years 10 1§ yvars 1§- 20 years 10 1§ Yyeans 1§ -20years

0000 $30,000 22,000 $24.000 $19,000 $20,000
26,000 31,000 28,000 29,000 23,000 30,000
19,500 24,000 24,000 21,500 21,000 23,000
26,000 34,000 21,500 20,000 27,500 22,000
21,000 21,200 18,600 22,800 18,600 19,500
25,500 24,500 16,250 24,550 18,000 16,000
23,000 24,000 17,000 18,000 18,000 20,000
21,000 24,000 23,200 23,000 23,000 23,000
Harvard 21,000 24,000 22,200 23,000 20,000 21,000

mid-thirties to mid-forties are thlC'I“V years of r.xpldly rising
family C\pcndlturcs These are also years in which national and
international reputations in a field are often fxrmly established.
They are years decisive for mobility; the propensity to move
generally declines afrerwards, at least until the approach of
retirement begins to influence professional and family plans.

These vears were less a problem cumpctlm cly for Tarvard
in an carlier period when its absolute Jead in ..ll.ll') at the rank
of professor was somewhat greater. Other universities and re-
search organizations — the outside market — may not pay as
high salaries as Harvard on the average, 25 years after the Ph.D.
degree. but in recent years a number of them appuar to be
higher, at least for the most outstanding talenr, in ttlc period of
a career 10 to 20 vears after the Ph.DD, dcgrcc.
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It is, of course, recognized that there are some differences
among areas in the timing of this critical period. The median
ages f%r the completion of the Ph.D. degree for tenure members
of the faculty appointed in the last decade was =5 years in the
natural sciences, 28 years in the social sciences, and 29 years in
the humanitics.

More important is the lifetime pattern of salaries, or lifetime
salary after tenurc. Several patterns of the same aggregate life-
time salary may be envisaged: (a) a rise from the starting tenure
salary to a plateau at 17-20 vears after the Ph.ID. degree sloping
only slightly upward thereafter; (b) a gradually rising salary,
continuous with age, which reaches its peak near the retirement
age; (c) a pattern which reaches a plateau and declines in the
later years, or at least does not keep pace with salary levels of
younger men as the general level of salaries continues to rise.
These patterns are independent of the total amount of com-
pensation, discounted to present value. The configuration of
(a) corresponds to the present administration of the Harvard
salary scales. In the view of the Committee, considerations of
the retention and recruitment of the Harvard faculty compel
a steeper increase in the first decade after tenure appointment,
independent of the discounted aggregate lifetime carnings.

Ranks and Titles

The Committee of Eight report in 1939 established a maxi-
mum period of cight years from the Ph.DD. degrec to tenure at
Harvard, three years at the rank of instructor and five years as
faculty instructor (assistant professor). The decision on tenure
was to be made no later than midway through the fourth year.
This system replaced an arrangement under which the maximum
period could be seventeen years. The 1939 report found, on
the basis of 1931-1935 data, that the normal age for the com-
pletion of the Ph.D. for those appointed to the faculty was 29.5
years. That committee concluded that faculty instructors (as-
sistant professors) would be about 37 when confronted with
the alternative of obtaining either an appointment to the tenure
ranks at Harvard or appointment elsewhere (p. 21).

The following talmfation shows the age of completion of the
Ph.D. of members of the faculty appointed in the period 1957-
1967 to the tenure rank of associate professor or permanent
lecturer and the age of such tenure appointment by areas,
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Table 10

Age Completed Ph.DD. and Age of Tenure Appointment to Associate
Professor or Permanent Lecturer, July 1, 1957-June 30, 1967

Age at Ph.D. Completion (1957-1967)

All Areas Natural Scic.n.; Social Sciences Humanities
75th Percentile 30 27 29 33
Median 27 25 28 29
25th Percentile 25 24 27 26

Age at Tenure Appointment (1962-1967)

75th Percentile 38 33 37 38
Median 33 3t 34 36
25th Percentile X 29 32 32

The age at completion of the doctorate and the age of tenure
appointment have declined only slightly over the postwar

" period. The decline is largest for the youngest (25th percentile)
age bracket. These figures suggest that therc is a high concen-
tration in appointments from within the faculty to tenure six to
cight years after the doctorate,

The distribution of assistant professors by the number of
years in the rank shows that a significant proportion of assistant
professors leave before the start of the fourth year. Only 14.7
per cent were in the final two years of the five-year term.

Table 11
Number of Years Assistant Professors Have Held the Rank,
1967-68
= Fotal Natural Sciences So;'i;l Sciences Humanitiesh——
1st vear 36 13 18 [1
2nd year 53 23 16 14
3rd year 33 18 vi 8
sthyear 17 4 8 5
sthycar 4 1 1 2
Toral 143 59 50 34

In testimony to this Committee some departments stressed
that young scholars having just completed the Ph.D. degree
need a substantial period, such as five years, before their research
work can be adequately judged. Young scholars in these fields
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have made the same observation to the Committee. Other de-
partments have stressed the need for an initial appointment of
five years to provide a greater degree of stability and greater
average cxperience in the teaching of undergraduate courses.
On the other hand, sume departments appear anxious to maintain
a shorter period of initial appointment such as is now provided
by the one to three years of an instructor appointment; they
want to observe a new Ph.D. for a period before making a
five-year commitment. Many young scholars sinilarly appear
to be interested in a brief appointment in a Harvard department
after the doctorate. Also, a single department may prefer ap-
pointments of different lengths for different members of its
junior staff.

In view of these diversities in interests among departments
and young scholars and teachers, the recommendations of the
Committee provide that the initial appointment with a doctorate
or its equivalent to the rank of assistant professor may be for a
term of three or five years and be uniform among all in the rank
or variable among individuals as each department may decide.
Any three-year appointment may be extended, but reappoint-
ment should not exceed a total of five years in the rank.

The outside period established by the Committee of Eight
from the Ph.D. degree to the decision on tenure is actually only
six and one-half years, since a decision is made midway in the
fourth year of the present assistant professorship. We do not
believe that the outside period should be further reduced. There
are individuals and disciplines or specialtics where the full
period is essential to the young scholar and teacher to prove
himself.

Accordingly, if the rank of assistant professor is to be a maxi-
mum of five years, another non-tenure rank of threc ycars is
requisit= to the rule of a maximum of eight years from Ph.D.
degree to an appointment without limit of time. The recom-
mendations of the Committee provide that the rank of associate
professor be made a term appointment of three years. The
Committee is aware that this recommendation would alter a
long-standing precedent. The 1956 Conmmitree on Appoint-
meents, Proniotions, and Retirements reported that this title “has
given us some difficulty,” but that committce favored keeping
the rank by a “strong majority” (pp. 11-12).

As the 1956 report stated, “Under our present methods no
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appointinent as associate professor is offered to any man except
in the confident expectation thae his work will in due course
justify promotion™ (p. 12). The period between appointment
as assoctate professor and professor has been reduced-in the past
decade and aveiages between three and four years. There
appears to be no significant variation among areas in the rate
of promotion. For practical parposes, at the present time tenure
appointments to the rank ofP associate professors are advanced
without exception to professor.

Given the proposed climination of the instructor rank, the
faculty has the choice of extending the rank of assistant professor
to cight vears or so, in one or more steps, or making the asso-
ciate professorship a term appointment so that the professor-
ship alone would normally carry tenure. The Committee has
clected the latrer alternative, in part because the existing rank of
associate professor has become virtually an automatic step, in
part because the proposed arrangements would permit Harvard
to invite without tenure assistant professors from other institu-
tions with an increase in rank or associate professors from other
universitics without a reduction in ranl;, in part because it should
be possible to restrict appointments to the new rank to those
who genuinely show promise for appointment to tenure, in part
because some other universities have associate professors without
tenure. This Committee rejects for Harvard the alternative of
using the same title for both term appointments and appoint-
ments without limit of time. It is also to be noted that some
Harvard facultics, such as the Law School, provide for the single
tenure rank of professor.

Facing the practical difficulty of recruitment of men of estab-
lished reputation and position we see an increasing neced to
discover and attract potentially outstanding individuals before
they are too firmly settled in some other university. A study of
the 159 appointments to the Harvard tenure faculty mace in the
last decade indicates that 79 young men at Harvard were pro-
moted frem within this faculty to tenure positions while only 6
appointments * to such positions were made from the junior ranks
of other universitics. This is understandable, in that a depart-
ment hesitates to risk a permanent appointment when the sup-
porting information is not extensive. The course of attempting

*Two in the humanities, three in social sciences, and one in the natural
seience..
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to get promuising young men to come as assistant professors is
difficult since they do not find much attraction in moving with
no improvement in rank or salary. The recommendations of
the Committee are designed to improve the attractiveness of
FHarvard to assistant pro%cssors elsewhere.

The Views of the Faculty

The questionnaire distributed in carly December 1967 on
“The Harvard Fnvironment for Study and Living” provides
additional information on financial and other factors influencing
the recruitment and retention of the Harvard faculty.

The picture that emerges is of a tenure faculty that is fre-
quently courted with oﬁgcrs from other institutions at signifi-
cantly higher salarics; and an increased salary is reported as the
aspect of an offer most likely to attract the renure faculty to
another university. Moreover, a majority of the faculty ap-
parently believe they would be financially better off at another
institution. While a substantial fraction of this faculty (43.6
per cent) received outside income that exceeded a third of their
Harvard salary, 97 per cent of these say such income is essential
to maintain their current standard of living.

However, the resignation rate to accept offers in other uni-
versities is exceedingly low. Only 24 tenure members of the
Harvard faculty made such a change in the period from 195758
to 1966-67. The tenure faculty reports thar numerous offers
were rejected, not because of Harvard’s compensation, income
opportunities, or facilities, but because of the general intellec-
tual stimulation and the caliber of the students.

Sixty per cent of the tenure faculty reported offers of ap-
pointments clsewhere in the past two years. As might lF))c
expected, the fraction of the assistant prnf’cssors and instructors
reporting such offers was higher, 8o per cent, and 65 per cent
of these offers involved an increase in rank. Among adminis-
trators the proportion with outside offers was 48 per cent.
Among tenure members reporting offers, 37 per cent had 3 or
more offers. More than 82 per cent of the offers to tenure
faculty members were from other universities, with about 5 per
cent of the offers coming from each of the following: govern-
ment, industry, and foundations and other non-profit organiza-
tions. There were no doubt many more inquiries and feelers,

The faculty was asked to compare outside offers with the
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Harvard situation in a number of respects. The tenure faculty
rated the “income from all sources” at the outside institution as
“superior” in 4.0 per cent of the offers and about equal in 19.5
per cene of the offers (see Appendix Table XV for a summary
of other factors considered by tenure faculty concerning these
offers). In the case of the non-tenure staff the income repre-
sented in the outside offer was rated “sup. -tor” in 69.1 per cent
of the offers. The median salary figure by which the outside
salary exceeded the Harvard salary in all offers was between
$5.,000 and $6,000 for tenure faculty and $2,000 to $3,000 for
non-tenure.

A rclated question asked all faculty members, whether they
received an outside offer or not, to indicate whether a “person
in your field of about your age and general professional stand-
ing” would currently be better off or worse off financially at
[arvard as compared to such comparable institutions as Yale,
Columbia, Chicago, Stanford, Michigan, or Berkeley. Among
tenure faculty 14.3 per cent replied they would be “considerably
better off” or “a little better off” at Harvard, while 52.7 per
cent replied they would be “considerably better off” or “a little
better off” at such other institutions. The figures for the non-
tenure staff, as might be expected, attest even more strongly to
financial rewards elsewhere: the figures are 7 per cent and 77.2
per cent respectively.

Another question asked what aspects of offers might be strong
enough to attract a member of the faculty to another university.
Among tenure faculty, 49.4 per cent checked “increased salary™;
29.9 marked the opportunity to get a fresh start; 25.2 per cent
specified special laboratory or other facilities; and 22.6 per cent
marked reduced teaching load.

Table 12 summarizes the replies of the tenure faculty to a
question which asked them to specify from a list the threc most
attractive and three least attractive features of the Harvard
environment.

Although the Harvard tenure faculty is the highest paid as a
group in the country, the replies to the questionnaire suggest
that it is not money alone that keeps a large fraction here. A
distinguished faculty with a relatively homogeneous salary
schedule is vulnerable to financial offers elsewhere. Indeed, one
might almost define a distinguished faculty as one for whose
members other institutions would gladly pay more. But the
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Table 12

Reaction of Harvard Tenure Faculty to Aspects of Environment
(Per cent of Faculty Checking each Item)

Attractive Unattractive Neutral
Association with undergraduates 34.8 2.6 62.6
Association with graduate students  53.§ 9 456
Association with colleagues §55.2 3 42.2
Intellectual climate 60.9 9 38.2
Cultural opportunities of
Greater Boston 204 5.7 73.9
Ge(fraphical area 12.2 © 274 60.4
Reading period 148 .7 83.5
Libraries 30.4 3.9 65.7
Laboratories 5.2 10.4 84.4
Secretarial- support 39 357 Go.4

intellectual climate, colleagues, and the quality of students ap-
pear to be the decisive attractions. The relative merits of finan-
cial rewards and intellectual climate or other intangibles at Har-
vard enter into the appraisal which individuals make here and
clsewhere. It varies from professor to professor and from de-
partment to department. The margin of Harvard security is not
large, but neither does it appear to be precarious.

Benefit Plans — Pensions, Retirement, and Leave Policy

The Committee has reviewed the present Harvard benefit
plans seeking to assign priority to those features which have
most impact upon the recruitment and retention of the faculty.
Accordingly, this report contains a selective examination of
certain areas in which questions have been raised most frequently
in the letters from chairmen, the yucstionnaire, and the com-

arative study of other universities. Pension, retirement, and
ﬁaave policies are reviewed in this chapter; schooling and housing
benefits are considered in the next ch~oter.

Harvard benefit plans are in the main University-wide rather
than designed for the Faculty of Arts and Sciences alone; this
fact needs to be recognized in reviewing any proposal to alter
them.

t. Retirement Plan. The Harvard Retirement Plan provides
that the University pay r2% per cent of salary toward retire-
ment benefits. The payment is increased to 15 per cent for
persons who have reached age 55 and to 20 per cent for those
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who are age 60 to 66. The University contribution to the
retirement plan in the vear starting July 1, 1968, is estimated
to be 14.8 per cent of total salaries paid to Corporation ap-
pointees who are members of the plan, including a 1 per cent
figure in addition to the contributions noted. The faculty mem-
ber is not required to make a contribution to the retirement plan.
This level ()} contributions by the University is excellent com-
pared to most other university plans.

a) A major change was made in the retirement plan effec-
tive with those retiring June 3o, 1967. A guarantee of 5o per
cent of the final six years’ average salary, computed on a single-
life annuity basis at normal retirement, was introduced for those
with at least twenty-five years of participation in Harvard
retiremient plans.® The guarantee is exclusive of social security
benefits. The guarantee provides for supplemental payments
to make up any difference between the income from accumu-
lated contributions for an individual and the guarantee. The
guarantee is applicable to Option A of the Farvard Retirement
Plan and to TIAA fixed income options, but it does not apply
to CREF. '

The significance of this new feature of the Harvard Retire-
ment Plan is indicated by the fact that very few members of
the faculty who have retired in recent years have achieved
under fixed income options a pension equal to 50 per cent of
the final six vears’ average salary. A figure of 35 per cent is
probably more typical.

The Comumittee understands that soon there may be another
option for faculty members who are close to retirement. Ofhcers
invited to continue after age sixty-six could elect to take re-
tirement income at age sixty-six pﬁlls continuing salary, or they
could elect to take salary alone and defer a pension until after
they cease working. The first option would permit a larger
cash income during the final years of cn?xloymcnt.

b) The question is raised whether the faculty is adequately
protected against inflation under the Harvard Plan. In an era
of continuing rising prices the issue is of major concern,

The Harvard Retirement Plan permits members of the fac-
ulty once in five years to opt out of the Plan (Option A) and
sclect TIAA (Option B) including CREF (College Retirement

* A guarantee of 3o per cent applies after 15 ycars of participation, with an
increase of 2 per cent for each ycar of participation up to 25 years,
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Equities Fund), the variable annuity plan, Under the maximum
equity option, 75 per cent of pension contributions may be in-
vested in equities (CRLF) and 25 per cent in the TIAA fixed
inconze plan.

There were 3,034 Harvard University officers participating
under the Harvard Retirement Plan (Option A) and TIAA
(Option B) as of April 1968. About 80 per cent of the rotal,
2416, were enrolled under Option A, Of those under TIAA,
the great majority have elected CREF, and three-quarters of
these selected the 75 per cent CREF Option. Although indi-
vidual officers of the University have had the opportunity to
place as high as 75 per cent of their pension contributions into
equities, it appears that no more than 1o per cent have availed
themselves of this opportunity.

It is clear that no single investment plan for pension contri-
butions is ideal for all faculty members. They differ in their
expectations of price changes in the future, in the proportion
which accumulated pension contributions con: .itute of total
assets, in the distribution of other assets, and in their willingness
to assume risks in equities. The opportunity to choose among
alternative plans, provided their comparative features and con-
sequences are well understood, is an advantage to the faculty
as a whole.

The major revision in the Harvard Retirement Plan effective
with those retiring June 30, 1967, which provides for the 50 per
cent guarantee of the final six years’ avcmgc salary after twenty-
five years of participation constitutes a form of protection of
pensions with rising salaries. Supplemental payments are now
made under the IHarvard Retirement Plan when accumulated
contributions are inadequate to meet the pension guarantee.
This change is likely to have major consequences which are not
widely understood. For the foresceable future the guarantee
has substantially removed a relationship between University
contributions and pensions for most wembers of the faculty.
Persons on the faculty with 4o years’ service will receive little
nore, if any, than those on the faculty with 25 years’ service
if their final six years’ salary is the same. The new feature of
the pension plan provides strong financial incentives to stay at
Harvard untl retirement since tne supplement to make up the

uarantee is available only on retirement. The new pension
%eature also has salary implications; it eacourages pressures for
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higher levels of salary during the last six years prior to retire-
ment.

There are other ways in which the University could provide
a greater measure of protection against inflation. The Univer-
sity’s Gieneral Investment Account could well share some of the
appreciation in capital values by writing up from time to time
th: value of pension accounts. The University does declare
an occasional dividend for restricted endowment fund accounts
increasing the value of the principal. Capital dividends of 10

er cent were declared on three occasions since the beginning
of 1960. The issue is complex, involving the relative claims of
pensions against other competing uses for capital gains and the
determination of the internal rate of interest paid on retirement
funds accumulated by the University compared to the rate paid
on endowment funds. In recent years the rate of interest paid
on accumulating pension accounts for individuals has been 4.5
per cent; the pﬁm contains a guarantee of 214 per cent.

c) In an increasing number of Iension and retirement plans
arrangenients have been developed for carly retirement, apart
from disability, by mutual agreement between the individual
employee and the employer. After some minimum number of
years of scrvice, the pension is proportionately reduced by the
early retirement. It would appear appropriate to consider the
improvement of the early-retircment program at Harvard opera-
tive between the ages of 6o and 66. Retirement might also be
made partial.

d) The 1956 rcports of the Committee on Compensation
(February 1o, 1956) and Committee on Appointments, Promo-
tions, and Retirements (March 14, 1956) both recommended
that the then existing policies on retirement be revised “to permit
the continuance of most members of the Faculty on half pay
and a half-time schedule for a period of four years hetween
66 and 70.”

During the course of the last decade a larger proportion of
those reaching the retirement age of 66 in the faculty has been
continued. There are three typical arrangements: half-time to
68 or 7o, full-time to 68, or full-time to 70. While no single
arrangement is ideal for all retiring members of the faculty, this
Commiittee believes that in most cases the recommendation of
the 1956 Committees is appropriate.
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‘The timing of the decision about retirement or continuation
on the faculty after age sixty-six, full-time or part-time, is a
matter of considerable concern to members of the faculty
approaching that age. They are often anxious over the decision
and understandably desire to make alternative plans as soon as

ossible. In these circumstances the Committee is of the view
that it would be most helpful if the decision could be made
earlier than in the past.

2. Leaves and Flexibility in Work Loads. The rules appli-
cable to the tenure faculty provide that the six-year period
between sabbatical leaves “may be interrupted once, ideally at
its mid-Foint, by a year on leave without pay. However, such
a special leave must ordinarily be preceded and followed by at
least three years of active duty in residence.”

During 1966-67, 54 tenure members of the faculty (16 per
cent) were relieved of a portion of their teaching cKlties, pri-
marily in order v cenduct additional research finunced b
Harvard-administercd sources. This group includes 25 who tooi
normal sabbatical leave and used the time for research. Most of
the other tenure members carried on research which was sup.
ported ultimately by temporary fund sources from outside the
University. In addition, 21 tenure members were relieved of a

ortion of their normal teaching loads to conduct additional
research which was financed directly and administered outside
the University.

The current leave practices are apparently well regarded by
the tenure faculty. In responsc to the questionnaire, 26.5 per
cent rated them as generous, 58.0 per cent as satisfactory; 11.1
per cent said they were somewhat dissatisfied, and 4.4 per cent
reported themselves as very dissatistied.

The Committee endorses the flexibility which has developed
in the administration of leave and in the partial substitution of
further research for teaching. There should be genuine limits
to such release from teaching since the faculty foes not want
to create purely research professors under any guise. There are
also educational recasons for continuity in some teaching assign-
ments within a department. But leaves and substitutions of
additional research for teaching are strategically important in
the recruitment and retention of many scholars of distinction.
At particular times and circunistances in the career and research
activities of a icholar such periods of abnormal rclease from
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teaching arc decisive to his scholarly contribution, These
periods may be offser, i+ many <ases, by more continuous
periods of instruction without leave at other stages of a career.
The continuation of a policy of flexible administration of leaves,
and it is to be hoped some enlargement within practical limits,
is likely to prove significant to the recruitment and retention of
a distinguished faculty.

One further feature of special leaves and -released teaching
time calls for some comment. The financial opportunities for
these departures are no doubt greatest in the natural sciences
and generally least in the humanitics. The opportunities for
summer research compensation are similarly skewed. Thus in
the summer of 1967, 72 per cent of the tenure faculty in the
natural sciences, 33 per cent of those in the social sciences, and
only 5 per cent of those in the humanities received summer
contpensation through funds administered by Harvard. This
picture is not very different at other major universities. While
there are stringent limitations on what one university can do to
change this unequal pattern, the Commitree feels chat this
probfcm is particularly significant in the recruitment and reten-
tion of faculty in many ficlds of the humanities and social
sciences. One or two universities have pioncered in granting
leave or released time in these areas to advantage, and relatively
small financial resources applied in this way may yield significant
returns.

3. Other Benefits. The Committee has reviewed a number
of other benefits which members of the faculty have suggested
need improvement. The maximum limit on the group life
insurance plan should be increased; the travel insurance policies
should be broadened to include all travel, not just that on Uni-
versity business; and benefits under the medical program should
be improved under Blue Cross and Blue Shield in a number of
respects. T'he Administrative Committee on the Faculty Retire-
ment Plan should review these benefit programs ro recommend
the detailed provisions »f such improvements, with provision
for significant faculty participation,

Priorities

This Committee has sought in matters of compensation and
rank to ascertain the problem arcas of greatest significance to

74

o 81



the recruitment and retention of the Harvard faculty, at both
tenure and non-tenure ranks. Its objective has been to assign
priorities, indicating in sequence the most urgent questions. It
1s aware that prioritics and time preferences differ widely within
the faculey, but the Committee unanimously concludes that the
following are the preferred compensation claims on present and
prospective faculty resources.

1. TheSalary Scale of Non-Tenure Ranks. The most urgent
requirement is to raise the salary of the young scholar who has
just achieved the Ph.D. degree. The salary of $7,800 and the
rank of instructor are simply not competitive in many fields. The
decisive point is that the present salary and instructor rank in
many departments unduly cvts Harvard off from access to the
best young scholars developed at other universitics.

While many departments can man their non-tenure positions
largely from Tarvard Ph.D.s, the excessive concentration on
home-grown talent is undesirable as a matter of educational
policy. Some departments, such as History (13) and Govern-
ment (7) relied exclusively on Iarvard Ph.D.’s at the instructor
rank, while Mathematies (8) had none of its graduates with
this title. Fifty-seven per cent of the 219 instructors and assis-
tant professors in 1967-68 were drawn from Harvard graduate
training. Four universities each supplied ¢ members, or 4.1
per cent each of this group: University of California, Columbia,
M.LT., and Princeton. A total of 24 universities in the United
States and ¢ from other countries were represented in che
degrees of the non-tenure faculty (see Appendix Table VIII).

Many Harvard departments have in fact already abandoned
the rank of instructor and hire from outside only at the rank and
salary of an assistant professor, starting at $9,000. The changing
use of the two non-tenure ranks is illustrated by the fact that
in 1956—57 there were 75 assistant professors and 76 instructors
in this faculty; ten years later there were 134 assistant professors
and 79 instructors,

The tensions which arise in non-tenure ranks from hirin
graduates of other universities as assistant professors and Har-
vard Ph.D.’s as instructors at lower salaries are sooner or later
destructive of morale and productive scholarship. While Har-
vard can no doubt continue to hire many of the most promising

oung scholars fresh from other graduate schools and from
Harvard departments at salaries below those required to attract
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them to many other leading universities, the Harvard salary
scale at the rank of instructor ($7,800-$8,600) is by common
consent too low to recruit the quality and the diversity of non-
tenure faculty required by Harvard departments.

The Committee has made various cost estimates of the in-
cre.. s in salary schedule proposed for the non-tenure ranks.
The estimates assume that the 1967-68 total of instructors, assis-
tant professors, and lecturers is distributed in the same length ¢ {
service-salary brackets. The estimates also assume that fractions
of salaries now paid by rescarch grants and restricted endow-
ment income will bear the salary increases. The estimates also
involve complete adjustments based on years of service which
may in this respect involve an overstatement of the immediate
cost since the recommendations of the Committee do not involve
antomatic promotion to a higher non-tenure rank based on
length of service but rather a case by case review of each situa-
tion,

The Committee estimates that the increased costs of its salary
recommendations, including fringe b .efits, is in the order of
$275,000 a year for assistant pro%essors and instructors with an
additional $95,000 for adjustments in present salaries of tenure
associate professors and lecturers, or a total of approximately
$370,000 a year, or 2.9 per cent of the 1967-68 unrestricted
budget for salaries of Corporation Appointees and contributions
to retirement plans, or 1.7 per cent of the total unrestricted
expense budget.

This Commiittee is so strongly of the view that the salary
scale of the non-tenure members should be increased, particu-
larly for the new Ph.D., that it has concluded this adjustment
should be placed into effect even though it may require some
reduction in the number of the non-tenure faculty and cor-
responding departmental adjustments.

2. The First Decade of Tenure. This decade, when the
average faculty member is between 35 and 45, is of critical
importance to the recruitment and retention of a distinguished
faculty. It is in this period in a scholarly career that the Harvard
salary arrangements appear to be most vulnerable to competition
from other leading universitics. The Haivard average salary
lead over other universities at the rank of professor on the average
has been eroded somewhat over the past ten years. The expan-
sion in centers of higher education with graduate instruction

76

' 83



and the increase in research funds have multiplied the number
of offers for scholars established in a discipline. Many specialties
are evolving rapidly and a premium is placed on new techniques
associated with younger scholars. The relatively homogeneous
salary schedule at Harvard further provides other institutions
with the opportunity more readily to make superior offers in
individual cases. We feel that in the administration of the salary
scale, appointments in this category need to be advanced in
many cases more rapidly than in the past.

The Committee finds these years so critical for the recruit-
ment and retention of the Harvard tenure faculty that it believes
salary adjustments on an individual basis should be made therein
even though there may be correspondingly smaller adjustments
in later years of a career.
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Chapter VI
HOUSING AND SCHOOLING IN CAMBRIDGE

A discussion of faculty hot iing and the schooling of faculty
children in Cambridge cannot be limited to the Faculty of Arts
and Sciences. All the Schools of the University are involved,
though in different degree. [urthermore, any substantial action
the University might seck to take to improve housing and
schooling will inevitably involve much closer relations with the
Cambridge City Government and the Cambridge community,
including our sister institution, MLLT., than have been charac-
teristic in the past. Within the last few years certain steps have
in fact been taken that have altered relationships with the com-
munity. Among them are the involvement of the Medical
School with the organization and staffing of the Cambridge City
Hospital, the counsel and advice provided the Cambridge School
System by the Graduate School of Education, and the organi-
zation, under Harvard and M.LT. initiative, of the Cambridge
Corporation. 1t would have to be said, however, that the in-
fluence of these steps on the environment to date has not been
great.

To anticipate the conclusions of this chapter, it is the view of
the Committee that the central policy problem cenfronting the
University in this arca is a choice between a minimal program
which, while involving certain changes in present practice,
would not significantly affect current trends, and a much larger
program which could be put into effect only with the close
cobperation of M.LT. and the City of Cambridge. It is rela-
tively easy to predict, at least for the next few years, where
present trends are leading the city. it is much more difficult to
discern what might be accomplished by a larger program and
what steps would need to be taken to make such a program
effective. The Committee is not equipped to study this larger
problem though it is strongly convinced that the problem
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eminently nceds study. It is for this reason that we limit our
conclusions and recommendations in this section to present
practice and needed changes in this practice while strongly
emphasizing the desirability of immediately proceeding to an
intensive study of larger possibilities with the coiperation of

M.LT. dnd the City o Cambridge.

Housing

The current policy and practice of Harvard with respect to
faculty housing can be rather simply described. The University
owns 14 high-grade single-family houses of which a number are
rented to those who ecither are now or have been administrative
officers. (This does not include the residences of House Mas-
ters.) It owns 125 units at Botanic Gardens, 11 of which are
small single-family houses (not included above). Thesc are
now mainly rented to faculty members though there are still
a few non-faculty in residence, The small apartments and row
houses in Holden Green, Shaler Lane, and Irving Street were
acquired to house marricd students and are principally, but not
exclusively, used for this purposc. During the last few years the
University has bought a substantial number f housing units in
connection with land acquisition for general University pur-
poses. Most of these units are described as unsuitable for faculty
occupancy, though in fact a few faculty members live there.
Altogether 174 Covporation Appointees are housed in Univer-
sity owned units, »f which 123 are at Botanic Gardens.

Recently the University has intreduced a policy of acquiring

‘single-family houses in Cambridge in the price range of $50,000

to $100,000 for resale to faculty members. Fleven such houses
have been resold to date. The arrangement contemplates resale
at the purchase price with an option permitting the University
to reacquire the house at the market price current at the time
the faculty member desires to dispose of ~he property. Diffi-
culties connected with the resale of some of chese houses suggest
that the program may not be greatly expanded. Finally, the
University some time ago introduced & program of second
mortgage lending at 4 per cent interest. The maximum limit
was raised to $10,000 in 1967, and these loans are now available
to Corporation Appointees regardless of their place of residence.
This has been a highly successtul program judged by the number
of second mortgages negotiated; some 170 arc now outstanding.
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It has made possible a substantial decrease in the amount of
equity needed to acquire a house. If the University is to play
a larger role in faculty housing, expanding and strengthening
this program offer possibilitics.

The University has entered into a contract with Hunneman -
and Company, a commercial real-estate firm, which operates the
Harvard Housing Office on a cost-plus basis. Hunneman man-
ages the University housing properties, both faculty and non-
faculty occupicd, serves as a clearing house fcr information on
University property and other listings, and offers advice to
faculty and students on housing matters. It is generally agreed
that the services of the Housing Office are of use mainly to
students and junior faculty. For the rest and with minor excep-
tions the acquisition and d)i,sposal of faculty houses in Cambridge
arc mediated by Harvard Square brokers or accomplished by
direct negotiation between the interested parties. An exception
to this ru%e is the valuable service renderedp on occasion by Dean
Trottenberg in helping newcomers to the University find
houses The small number of houses acquired by Harvard for
resale has been useful in this connection. The University is
unwilling to accept listings directly and is extremely reluctant
to offer advice on housing to faculty me.nbers. Indeed it seems
fair to say that in recent years Harvard has wanted to keep as
far away from faculty housing problems as possible.

Whether this /zissez-faire attitude has been a significant han-
dicap to recruiting and retention of faculty is difhs;nult to docu-
ment. A substantial number of respondents answered the ques-
tion “Do you feel that housing pressures were a primary in-
fluence in decisions of persons you know not to accept appoint-
ments at Harvard” in the affirmative. On the other hand, intei-
roration of the chairmen of departments in this faculty revealed
only one or two instances in which it could be said that housing
diﬂgculty was the decisive consideration in the refusal of a
Harvard offer. It is probably true, nevertheless, that knowledge
of unfavorable housing conditions in Cambridge has becn one
element taken seriously into account in consideriug such offers.
And it is certainly a fact that both newcomers and present
faculty wishing to find housing in Cambridge have frequently
encountered extraordinary difficulty.

Undoubtedly the main reason for this is the relative scarcity
of houses in Cambridgc, and a word needs to be said about pros-
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pective trends. It is obvious that the supply of single-family
houses in Cambridge is limited and equally obvious that the
number will decline rather than increase as institutional and
business uses of land expand. Furthermore, the trend of land
prices and the prices and rentals of houses in Cambridge have
been sharply upward since the war and there is no evidence of
a decline in this trend rate. Any large-scale atctenpr of the
University to acquire a larger share of the limited supply of
single-family houses for faculty use would no doubt add to
some extent to this upward movement. There arc some things
the University might do to increase the number of such housin
units available, and these will be considered presently. Burt the
fact must be faced that any sizeable increase in the number of
housing units in Cambridge wiil have to take the form of
apartments and town houses, mainly the former. Cambridge is
an inner-core city with easy access to Boston and is incvitably
destined for a pattern of more intensive land use,

Another important aspect of housing supply is the existence
of a very considerable differential between housing prices and
rentals in Cambridge and those in the surrounding suburbs.
There is no reason to think this differcneial will dinunish. The
full effect of this diffcrence on the residential location of the
faculty has not yet been felt. A substantial number of the
senior faculty now living in single-family houses in Cambridge
acquired their homes in the 1930, 1940's, and early 1950’s when
prices were much lower and the differential less marked. When
thesc and other similar houses now come on the market the price
teads to be out of reach of faculty members solely dependent
on University income. On the other hand there exists within
easy access to the University a very considerable stock of less
desirable housing which with adequate reconditioning could be
made suitable for facu.’y occupancy. It is possible that a some-
what more generous loan policy on the part of the University
would lead to the acquisition by the faculty of this type of
housing in larger volume.

Despite the extremely tight housing situation a rather sur-
prisingly high percentage of both junior and senior faculty
members continues to live in Cambridge. Sixty per cent of the
junior faculty of Arts and Sciences live in Cambridge and 45
per cent of the senior faculty. Furthermore, replies to the
questionnaire indicate that a substantial number of the faculty
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now living in other towns and cities would like to live in Cam-
bridge, though admittedly it is difficult to ascertain from the
answers what price, space, and other conditions would induce
them to move. [t is still more difficult to estimate the cffect on
potential demand of a substantial improvement in the Cambridge
school situation. Appendix Table X summarizes the shifting
residential pattern ()f} the faculty between 1951-52 and 1966-67.

The attitude in various schools in the University toward
living in Cambridge appears to differ widely. The Dean of the
Graduate School of Business Administration expressed the opin-
ion that nor many of his faculty cared to live in Cambridge.
The Dean of the Law School, on the other hand, thought that
many of his faculty preferred to live in Cambridge though he
could think of no case in which recruitment to the faculty had
been scriously handicapped by lack of Cambridge housing.
There scems to be a sizeable unsatisfied demand in the faculty
for Cambridge housing.

Reflection on answers to the questionnaire, however, suggests
that the demand for housing tends to fall in threc sub-groups:

a)  Non-tenure faculty without children or with children of
under school age. Replies to the questionnaire indicate that the
majority »f this group wants to live as close to the University
as possible.

b) Faculty members with children of school age. Open
spacc and excellent schooling are important and there are indi-
cations that a sizcable number of this group wants to live outside
of Cambridge.

c¢) Older faculty members whose children are grown. There
arc reasons for believing that for many of thesc people tire pull
of Cambridge is strong.

Although this classification of housing demand has some
validity, it would be wrong to take it too seriously. This is
an extraordinarily diverse group of people with respect to taste,
income, and other qualities that bear on the choice of housing.
There are many of the junior and senior faculty with school-
age children who do in fact live in Cambridge. And there are
those without children who, finding Cambridge a rather un-
attractive city, prefer to withdraw to the countryside or to
the more solidly urban environment of Boston. Nevertheless,
therc is enough in the above distinctions among the housing re-
quirements of different age groups to take them into account in

82

2
> . ®



University planning. There is not much the University can do
to provide single-family dwellings in spacious grounds. What
might be done about the school situation will be examined pres-
ently. The University could, however, and on its own add sig-
nificantly to the supply of apartments and town houses within
casy reach of Harvard Square.

The principal elements relating to the supply of and demand
for faculty housing in Cambridge may then be summed up as
follows:

The supply of single-family houses in Cambridge is limited
and will diminish;

There is a considerable differential between housing prices
and rentals in Cambridge and in surrounding suburbs. This has
been an important factor in influencing faculty movement out
of Cambridge, and the balance will probably change further as
faculty members who acquired houses in a period of lower
prices retire;

At the same time there is a considerable stock of lower-grade
single-family housing that, with reconditioning, could be made
suitable for faculty occupancy.

A high proportion of the junior and a somewhat lower per-
centage ofP the senior members of the Faculty of Arts and
~ Sciences now live in Cambridge and there is evidence that many
more would like to live in Cambridge if suitable housing were
available.

We conclude that there is an unsatisfied demund for feculty
housing of all types—single family, apartments, and town
houses. The long waiting list for housing units at Botanic Gar-
dens is only one piece of evidence.

The question may now be asked what is likely to happen
to the urban environment of the University and to the members
of the facuity residing in Cambridge if Harvard continues to
follow its current laisses-faire policy with respect to faculty
housing? There is no particular reason to believe 1hat depressed
arcas would encroach on the University, at least any more than
they do now. The special problems thar have beset the Uni-
versity of Chicago and Columbia are unlikely to develop here.
The business arca around Harvard Square will undoubtedly
expand, and shops and office buildings will cortinue to cat into
the dwindling supply of houses. Other houses will be “rplaced
by high-risc apartments, and recent structures indicate they will
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also be high priced. Rising land prices, the changing occupa-
tional structure of Cambridge, and the convenience of the Har-
vard Square location for many professional types suggest that
in real-estate terms the area will be “upgraded” rather than the
reverse. The environment of the University will become more
“urban” and the competition with faculty members for the
available supply of housing will become more intense. There is
little doubt under these circumstances that the percentage of
Arts and Sciences faculty housed in Cambridge will decline.

There is really not much the University can do to alter this
probable pattern of development. Harvard is already a city
university and it is destined to L ccome more so. There are, how-
ever, a number of things the University might do to increase
the supply of housing available to faculty and to check the exodus
from Cambridge.

The pro%ram of acquiring houses for resale to the faculty
has to date been pretty much limited to dwellings in the $50,000
to $100,000 class. Although the demand for such houses is in-
evitably small there will continue to be faculty members, usu-
ally with other sources of income, who are in the marker for
such houses. As replies to the questionnaire indicate, 43.6 per
cent of the tenure faculty have outside sources of income add-
ing one-third or more to their University salaries. Furthermore,
such acquisitions have on occasion proved to be a useful adjunct
to recruitment. We recommend that this program be continued.

This program could usefully be extended to the acquisition
and rehabilitation of lower-priced housing in (perhaps) less
desirable but still acceptable locations. The replies to the ques-
tionnaire from faculty living outside of Cambridge indicate that
substantial numbers would prefer to live in Cambridge if single-
family dwellings were available in the $20,000 to $50,000 range.
The acquisition and rehabilitation of such houses would probably
involve a somewhat greater risk than the University has to date
cared to assume. Among houses recently acquired, however,
some seven or cight belong in this category. We believe that
further acquisition is a risk well worth assuming, though we can
understand that Harvard might want to proceed cautiously.

As we have indicated, the second mortgage loan program,
available to all Corporation Appointees regardless of place of
residence, has been extraordinarily successful. If the University
is interested in holding faculty in Cambridge or attracting them
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to Cambridge it might consider a plan to increase substantially
the amount of low-interest money available to buyers of houses
in Car.ouidge.

The University owns a few plots of land in Cambridge that
are suitable for development for faculty housing. Of these the
most promising is the five and one-half acre plot at Shady Hill.
On this could be built 10 to 12 houses in the $50,000 to $100,000
class which conform to the standards « f the immediate neigh-
borhood. This could make a significant contribution to the
housing available in Cambridge Fcﬁ' well-to-dc senior faculty.
Alternatively, and without securing a legal variance, 28 smaller
houses could be buile, perhaps in the $20,000 to $50,000 range
which is within the financial capacity of a much larger percent-
age of the faculty. To exceed this density would require the
consent of the City of Cambridge. If this consent were secured
it would be possizle to consider a combination of apartments
and town houses that might accommedate 120 to 150 or so family
units. These would presumably be occupied by junior faculty,
teaching fellows, and senior faculty members without school-age
children. This third possibility could also provide about three
acres in open green space. We are strongly of the opinion that
the third option, if 1t can be realized, would make the rninst
effective contribution to the faculty housing problem. An
added consideration leading to this opinion is the apparent
willingness of the Cambridge School Committee to rehabilitate
the Agassiz School which serves this neighborhood °f a greater
number of children apply for admission.

The University also owns a three and one-half acre plot on
Sacramento Street which may at a later stage be suitable for
development as faculty housing. At present, however, it is
rather densely occupied by houses and small apartments and
resettlement problems would be serious. If re&veIOpment is
considered at a later stage without reducing the number of
family units available to non-Harvard personnel it would have
to take the form of high-rise apartments.

If all these steps suggested above were taken it covld not be
pretended that they would make a significant difference in the
urban environment of the University. They would, however,
make an important and, in our view, highly desirable contribu-
tion to the availability of faculty housing in Cambridge. It is
the nearly unanimous view of those who answered the ques-
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tionnaire that it would be advantageous for the University
community if more faculty lived in Cambridge Unfortunately
the trend is in the other d)ircction and we regard it as a matter
of very considerable importance to the University to check
this trend.

There is an element of subsidy in what we propose, but it
gocs very little bcynnd what Harvard has already committed
wself to. The University-owned houses are rented at figures
that represent a substantial subsidy. The program of purchase
for resale to the faculty involves a slight subsidy even if the
house is resold at the purchase price, since the University has
had to hold some of these houses for a period of time. The
4 per cent sccond-mortgage plan represents a subsidy in the
sense that 4 per cent is below the average carnings on University
investment. [t should be emphasized, however, that this sub-
sidy 1s not selective; it is available to any Corporation Appointee
who wishes to acquire a house. The Botanic Garden apartments
are subsidized in thar the development of this plot was substan-
tially below the densities that could have made the project eco-
nomic, \What the Committee has suggested goes a small way
beyond current University practice.

Any element of subsidy involves a diversion of funds away
from other possible uses, including an increase of salaries. But
we believe that the importance of housing an increased fraction
of the faculty in Cambridge, or steming a decrease, is well
worth the costs we propose.

As we have suggested, any serious attempt to change the en-
vironment of Cambridge would have to go much further than
our proposals contemplate. And it would have to be undertaken
with the coGperation of M.LT., the Cambridge City Govern-
ment, and perhaps other clements in the Cambridge community.
We are not prepared to advise at this stage on what needs to be
done and how but we strongly recommend that a study of this
problem be undertaken.

Schooling

This section of the Report draws largely on replies to the
questionnaire .n “The Harvard Fnvironment for Study and
Living,” on the M.LT. brochure on the Cambridge public ele-
mentary and sccondary schools published in 1962, and on a
recent study directed by Spencer C. MacDonald of the Harvard
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Graduate School of Fducation, updating and expanding infor-
mation contained in the M.LT. brochure.

Of those replying to the questionnaire, 74.7 per cent of the
senior faculty and 62.5 per cent of the junior faculty answered
“yes” to the question “Have you sent or do you plan to send
any child to public primary or secondary school?” At the same
time §8.6 per cent of the senior faculty and 32 per cent of the
junior faculty are now sending children to private schools or
plan to do so (see Appendix Table X1II). A significantly higher
percentagre of faculty children in Cambridge attends private
schools than is true of faculty children in ncig%lboring communi-
ties. Lighty per cent of faculty children of high-school age
living in Cambridge attend private schools. A rather common
practice for faculty parents both in Cambridge and outside is
to send children to public schools in the elementary grades and
transfer them later to private schools. In Cambridge there is a
heavy clustering of faculty children in the Peabody, Russell,
and, to a smaller extent, the Agassiz primary schools, Ther is
also a large number of children of graduate students in the
Houghton School, adjacent to Peabody Terrace, Very few fac-
ulty children attend Cambridge High and Latin School, and only
an occasional faculty child attends Rindge Technical School.

Attitudes in the Harvard faculty to the Cambridge public-
school system are negative and critical. Replies to questions
concerning the qualiry of instruction in this system characterized
it as “mediocre” and “marginal.” Furthermore, ncither scnior
nor junior faculty anticipates much improvement in the Cam-
bridge schools. In contrast, impressions of private schools in
the neighborhcod are distinetly more favorable. Of the senior
faculty 3.4 per cent and of the junior faculty 22.5 per cent
describe them as “excellent,” and a much larger per cent of
both groups consider them to be “adequate.” Concerning the
Cambridge parochial schools a large majority of both scnior and
junior faculty professed no knowledy > The answers of those
who expressed an opinion cluste: d around the evaluations of
“mediocre” and “marginal.”

These impressions of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences con-
cerning the quality of Cambridge public schools and possibili-
ties of improvemment contrast rather strongly with the opinion
of members of the faculty of (he Graduate School of E.ducation
who have studied the Cambridge schools and somewhat less
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strongly with opinions expressed in the M.IT. brochure. It is
probably fair to say that in the opinion of the educational ex-
perts the quality of the better Cambridge primary schools is as
good as the better primary schools in surrounding towns. Fur-
thermore, these observers deteer signs of substantial improve-
ment in the near future. The quality of the Cambridge high
schools is in their opinion unsatisfactory, but again they foresce
possibilities of considerable improvement.

The low esteem in which the Cambridge schools are held by
members of the Harvard faculty, frequently expressed vigorously
by those who have no first-hand knowledge of these schools,
and the understandable reaction invoked among teachers in and
supporters of the Cambridge school system is one very important
strand in the not altogether happy town-gown relationship in
Cambridge. One result has been to make Cambridge schol
administrators defensive and resistant even to the fecble efforts
the University has hitherto been willing to make to contribute
to the Cambridge schools. Fortunately there is now some evi-
dence of change in the relationship between the public-school
system and the two neighboring universities. To date none of
the many candidates for the degree of Master of Arts in Teach-
ing at Harvard, who are sent in large numbers as interns to
surrounding school systems, has been invited to participate in
Cambridge. Next year there will be a few. Both Harvard and
M.LT. are currently administering “Upward Bound” programs
in Cambridge. A few members of the M.IT. faculty now teach
science courses in public schools on released time. Recently a
member of the faculty of the Harvard School of Education has
served as Director of the planning unit of the Cambridge School
Department, and under his initiative three experimental pro-
grams have been funded under Title III of the U.S. Elementary
and Secondary F.ducation Act of 1965. These are smnall begin-.
nings but they are significant and, with understanding on both
sides, can grow into something important. Concurrently there
arc promising developments within the Cambridge school system
itself as younger teachers are drawn from a much wider range
of colleges and universitics than has in the past been customary.

The indifference, if not hostility, cxpressed by many members
of the Harvard faculty to the Cambridge public schools is in
part explained by the existence of the alternative options of
moving to one of the surrounding suburbs for purposes of
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schooling or of sending children to the private schools. It seems
evident, from replies to the questionnaire, that a considerable
nuber of faculty members with school-age children chose their
place to live with schooling in mind. Of the 118 tenure faculty
with school-age children replying to the questionnaire, 21.4 per
cent of the professors and 30 per cent of the associate professors
said their choice of residence was made primarily with schooling
in mind; 33.7 per cent of the professors and 30 per cent of the
associate professors indicated that schooling was one factor,
among others, in their choice. Of the senior faculty 27.3 per
cent and of the junior faculty 14.5 per cent chose their location
“in spite of” the character of the public schools; 32.3 per cent
of the senior faculty and 66.4 per cent of the junior faculty said
that schooling was not a factor.

As stated above, 58.6 per cent of the senior faculry and 32

er cent of the junior faculty either now send or plan to send
one child or more to private schools. If we take into account
senior faculty members who have sent children, now adults,
to private schools these percentages would be somewhat larger.
This, of course, does not mean that these children have attended
or will attend private school during the whole period of primary
and secondary education. As already mentioned, a common pat-
tern is early attendance at public schools and later arrendance
at private. Nevertheless, it is certainly true that currently and
in the recent past the private-school option has been imporeant.
It is a pertinent question whether it is likely to be as important
in the f}zlture.

The reasons for sending children to private schools in this area
are, of course, numerous. The size of classes is much smaller
and the degree of personal attention much greater. The atmos-

here of both study and pla{ is more relaxed, less formal and
Kess rigid. The private schools can and do reject problem cases
and escape most of the difficulties these cause. The greater
uniformity of family background probably accelerates the pace
of instruction, though there are, of course, undesirable aspects
to this uniformity. At least until recently, the route to prestige
colleges has scemed casier for private-school students, though
this apparent advantage may be diminishing. There is, no doubr,
a social cachet atrached to private-school education which may
appeal to some faculty mcmLcrs.

The deterrents to the use of the private-school option in-
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clude the high and rising level of costs and the limited number
of places that are likely to be made available, Private-school
administrators in this area do not project a major increase during
the next few years in the number of places that will be made
available in their schools, which means thar, if the present
preference patterns with respect to private schooling continues,
there will be increasing competition for these places. In recent
years tuition rates have increased rapidly and there is every ex-
pectation that this increase will continue. Present tuition rates
for twelfth-grade students in leading private schools in this
area arc now around $2,000, and it is anticipated they may rise
to $3,000 in the course of the next decade. Scholarship assistance
tends to be rather meager. :Although Harvard salaries are also
expected to rise, it seems probable that ten years from now the
tuttion fee for a primary or secondary school student in a pri-
vate school may absorb a larger ‘fraction of a Harvard facult
salary than it does now. This will place a very heavy burden on
facufty families with more than one child and without access
to income outside University salaries. It could mean that the
cost of schooling in the Cambridge area will become an in-
creasingly serious handicap to recruitment and retention of the
Harvard faculty.

What, if anything, can and should the University do to allevi-
ate this situation? The Committec has considered various ¢
sible courses of action, including the establishment of university
schools like those run by the University of Chicago, the pro-
vision of partial tuition tollowing the Columbia plan, and more
active participation by Harvard in the improvement of public-
school education in Cambridge.

It is interesting and significant to note that of the eleven
universitics participating in the current enquiry concerning
“Salarics. Fringe Benefits, and other elements affecting Faculty
Recruitment and Retention,” only two, Chicago and éolumbia,
offer anything in the way of assistance .0 faculty members in
the education of their children at the primary and secondary
level. Both of these arc urban universitics, iocated in areas in
which public-school education is deemed to be inferior. How-
ever, as is truc of housing, the Committee docs not consider
Harvard's problem to be anywhere near as scrious as those
confronting these two universitics, and consequently che reme-
dies kv have favored may not be appropriate here.
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The University of Chicago operates both primary and second-
ary schools and “Privileges of partial tuition remission (in graded
amounts) in University schools are granted to the unmarried
children of full-time and permanent faculty members.”

Columbia provides *“Partial scholarships for children of fac-
ulty residing in New York City who arc enrolled in private
schools, kindergarten through grade eight.” Columbia also pro-
vides an annual subsidy to two nursery schools in the Morning-
side arca which permits reduced tuition rates for faculty children.

There seems to be no case for the operation by Harvard of
its own primary or secondary schools. The Graduate School
of Education has evinced no desire to operate such schools,
There are, moreover, good private schools in the neighborhood
that probably would be glad to expand their numbers if ade-
quately subsidized by the University,

There likewise seems to be no-case for tuition assistance to
faculty children at the primary level. The better public primary
schoo?s, in Cambridge and nex%)hboring towns are adequate and
in some areas, including Cambridge schools, are in process of
im%rovement.

he case for tuition assistance to faculty children in secondary
schools is, however, distinctly more persuasive. Over 8o per
cent of faculty childrer: of secondary school age in Cambrig e
now go to private schools, and although the percentage in neigh-
boring towns is not as high it is still substantial. Private-school
tuition is expensive and becoming decidedly more expensive, In
responding to the statement, “I am not making adequate provi-
sion for my children’s education in the near or distant future,”
52.9 per cent of the tenure faculty indicated “this is not a prob-
lem to me,” 16.2 per cent classified it as “only a slight problem,”
20.5 per cent as a fairly serious problem,” and 0.5 per cent as
a “very serious problem.” The cost of educating their children
obviously weighs heavily on a number of faculty families. It
has an important bearing on faculty recruitment and retention
and is a significant deterrent to choice of residence in Cambridge.
The Committee therefore believes that there are strong reasons
for extending the present Educational Loan Plan now available
only for children in colleges and graduate schools to faculty
children in secondary schools, regardless of where they live.

The Harvard Program of Loans for College Expenses of Chil-
dren was put into effect in 1963. The plan provides that tenured
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personnel may borrow from the University for the purpose of
paying college and graduate school expenses of ther children
within specified limits, The limits vary with salary level; for
example a professor with a salary in 19667 of $20,000 has
an upper limit of $30,000. The term of the loan shall be no
longer than 20 years or to the date of retirement, whichever is
earlier. Prior to Seprember 1966 the loans were at § per cent
simple interest annually. Since that date no interest has been
charged on new or outstanding educational loans under this
program, .

In the period November 1963-November 1967, 48 members -
of this faculty borrowed $211,702.25 under this plan. There
were 24 new partic(iipants in the plan in the current academic
year, reflecting, no doubt, the effect of the intcrest-free provi-
sion, It is possible to estimate the value of the provision by a
comparison with interest payments required at commercial rates.
For example, a 10 year $10,000 loan at 6 per cent simple interest
requires aggregate interest payments of $3,332.

While the benefits conferred by this plan fall somewhat short
of those connccted with the tuition scﬁolarship programs of a
number of the universities in the codperative study, the Com-
mittee feels that the Flarvard plan is well conceived and that,
suitably extended, it provides substantial assistance to faculty
members in covering educational costs. An extension of the
Plan to cover faculty children in secondary schools would facili-
tate planning of educational expenscs over a longer period of
time. If this is done there should be some increase in the present
borrowing limit. The Committce estimates that as many as roo
tenure faculty members might wish to avail themselves of such
an extension of the F.ducavonal Loan Plan.

While favoring some extension of tuition subsidies for private
education, the Committee believes that the Cambridge public
schools are better than the faculty commonly supposes, and we
belicve these schools are improving and can, with Universi
codperation, be improved still further. Even if this view 1
accepted, it would not be our expectation that the number of
faculty children in private schools would decline very much.
There is a large fraction of the faculty with incomes in addi-
tion to salaries who can afford and will want to afford to send
their children to private elementary as well as secondary schools.
At the same time a large percentage of those replying to the
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questionnaire indicated they “might be willing to send their
children to the Cambridge public schools if significant improve-
ment were made.,” The operational meaning of “might” and
“significant” is not crystal clear. But for faculty members with-
out extra income living in Cambridge a realization that at least
certain Cambridge primary schools are adequate and that the
public-school system as a whole is definitely improving would
renove a considerable worry. And it might also have some in-
fluence in stemming an exodus of faculty members from Cam-
bridge.

It is obvious that Harvard cannot make such a contribution
to the Cambridge public-school system unless it is invited to
do so. And it is equally obvious tKat potential invitations have
tended to dry up at the source in part because of the highly
skeptical and critical attitude of the Harvard community, T%ere
is, however, as sugﬁested above, considerable evidence that these
relationships are changing. In an atmosphere of mutual confi-
dence and respect there are a number of things that Harvard
could do to coiiperate with the Cambridge public schools. The
Graduate Schoor of Education is primarily concerned with prob-
lems of urban schools and maintains close connections with the
school systems of Newton, Belmont, and other adjacent com-
munities, supplying interns, consultation, and advice. It s ironic
that such connections have not to date heen effectively estab-
lished in Cambridge. Harvard has a small scholarship fund
available for graduates of Cambridge secondar schoofl,s who
are admitted to Harvard. This fund might well be increased.
The University could also usefully follow the example of M.LT.
and provide, on released time, a certain number of teachers and
advisers in areas in which it is difficult for the school system to
recruit, and there are, no doubt, many other possibilities that
are worth examination, An alternative to rising Frivate-school
costs, which faculty members without additional income find
increasingly difficult to meet, or to flight to surrounding towns
in search of superior public-school education which may or may
not be there would seem to be a determined effort to assist the
upgrading of elementary and secondary schools in Cambridge.

As is true of housing, a really significant improvement in
“The Harvard Environment for Study and Living” would ap-
pear to require a concerted effort by Harvard and ML T. in
full cobperation with the Cambridge City Government.
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Chapter VII
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

I. Titles, Salaries, and Benefits

t. The committee finds that the rank of instructor, for
appointment with a Ph.D. degree, has largely been abandoned
in other institutions and its retention is inimical to recruitment
in this faculty. The rank of instructor should be eliminated as
the initial rank for a teacher and scholar with the Ph.D. degree
or its equivalent. The rank of assistant professor should be the
initial title for such an appointment.

2. The rank of instructor should be retained for a few
teaching appointments, greater in responsibility than normally
associated with tuaching fellows, in which the Ph.D. degree or
its equivalent is expected to be completed during the course of
the academic year. Their term should be no longer than a year.
The appointment should carry less than a full-time teaching
load and compensation, the fraction to depend upon the extent
of work remaining at the start of the term for the Ph.D, degree
or its equivalent.

3. An appointment to the rank of assistant professor should
be for a term of three or five years. The duration may be the
same for all in the rank or variable among individuals as each
department may decide. A three-year appointment may be ex-
tended, but reappointment should not exceed a total of five
years in the rank.

4 The present rank of lecturer, for a term or without limit
of time, for special situations should be continued.

5. The rank of associate professor should be made a three-
year term appointment. The tenure of no present associate
professor is to be adversely affected. Appointments to this rank
should be limited to those who merit serious consideration for
promotion to tenure, and a departmental recommendation to
the rank should be required to provide evidence of such promise.

9%

101



Professorial appointment shovld be without limit of time. Rec-
ommendations on tenure should be made by a department no
later than the stare of the third year of an associate professorship.

6. Assistant professors or associate professors on full-time
teaching should be entitled to one term of leave with pay, nor-
mally in the fourth year, followin _heir initial appointment with
the Ph.D. degree or ¢quivalent. Such appointments on a fraction
of full-time teaching should receive that fraction of one term
with pay from the faculty budget and the balance from such
sources, typically rescarch funds, as have paid the balance of the
salary in the preceding years.

7. Assistant professors should become voting members of
the faculty at the beginning of the fourth year of their appoint-
ment. Associate profcssors should, of course, be voting mem-
bers of the faculty.

8. The Commitree finds that the salary scale for non-tenure
appointments is relatively low compared to other major insti-
tutions and it recommends the following new salary scale. The
salary of the instructor should be computed on a full-time basis
of $7,500. The salary schedule of the assistant professor should
be $9,000 the first year with an increase of §5:» each year to
$11,000 in the fifth year. The salary of the three-year term
associate professor should be $11,500 the first year, 312,000 the
second, and $12,500 the third year. The starting professorial
salary on the revised schedule should be $13,000.

9. The transition from the prusent ranks and salaries to the
new schedule for incumbent appointments should be made on
a review of each individual case.

ro. The Committce finds that Harvard salaries at the pro-
fersorial level are under most competitive pressure in the ten to
twenty years after the Ph.D. degree, earlier in the natural
s .iences and later in the humanities, and that upward adjustments
are necessary to attract scholars in this age range to Harvard and
to discourage their movement away from Harvard, While
recognizing the undesirability of abandoning the traditional Har-
vard principle of relative uniformity of compensation within
ranks, the Comimittce recommends that some greater degree of
administrazive flexibility be regarded as appropriate in individual
cases.

1. The top of the range of the salary scale for professors,
$26,000 in 1966-67, should be increased in the near future
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in view of the salaries paid at other universities. Moreover, the
level of salaries should continue to be increased steadily in order
to maintain our capacity to recruit and to retain this faculey.

12. The revision in the Harvard Retirement Plan effective
June 30, 1967, provides minimum guarantees based on average
salarics in the final six years of teaching and related to the num-
ber of years of participation in the plan. The financial incentives
to remain at Harvard until retirement have thus been increased.
The revision in the plan constitutes a significant improvement
in rctirement benefits. However the Committee recommends
that the faculty participate actively in future changes in pensions
and fringe benefits and to that end suggests that members of the
faculty be added to the standing committee concerned with
these matters,

13.  The Conumittec recommends that individual members of
the faculty should periodically review their clections under the
Retirement Plan between Option A, the University’s Generai
Investment Account. and Option B, Teachers Insurance An-
nuity Association of America (TIAA), and particularly the
options for variable annuity plins under College Retirement
Equities Fund (CREF).

14. The Committee further recommends that the Corpora-
tion cxamine the possibility of adoptin% some form of variable
annuity option within Option A of the Retirement Plan or some
greater participation in the rise of equity values to protect pen-
sion values against the croding effects of inflation, One possibility
would be to write up the value of individual pension accounts
in the same way that capital va'ues of restricted accounts have
been adjusted from time to time. Such adjustments would in-
volve costs in the form of a shift to pensions from other alter-
native uses of earnings and appreciation.

15. The Committce endorses the recommendation of the
1956 Comumittee on Appointinents, Promotions, and Retirement
which provided for “the continuance of most members of the
Faculty on half pay and a half-time schedule for a period of
four years between 66 and 70.” The Committee recommends
that the decision respecting retirement, continuation on a half-
time basis, or full-time basis in case of a member of the faculty
approachirg age 66 ordinarily be made no later than 18 months
prior to the ¢nd of the academic year in which age 66 is reached.

16. The Commit:ece endorses the policy that has mtroduced
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flexibili.y in the administration of leaves and in partial substitus
tion of additional rescarch for normal teaching loads. Even
greater flexibility is desirable at particular vimes and circum-
stances in rthe carcer of a scholar, consonant with the teaching
requirements of a department. Since such leaves are usually
financed by outside funds no charge on the budget of the faculty
is involved.

17. A sum stould be set aside in the budger of the facult
to provide some special leave in those areas anf disciplines whic
do not have access to outside research funds and in which leave
is deécisive to research and writing at a particular stage in the
career of a tenure member of the faculty, The University
should make a~ effort in this way to redress in part the vast
imbalance in the availability of outside research funds among
fields.

18. The Committee recommends that the Administrative
Committee on the Faculty Retirement Plan, which makes rec-
omnmendations on benefit programs, with significant faculty

articipation, review certain features of benefit plans specified
in Chapter V, such as the maximum limiit on group life insurance,
with a view to recommending detailed improvements in these
benefits. The Committee believes that proposals to extend the
present medical program to families of members of the faculty
should be given sympathetic study.

19. The Committee believes it essential to establish an ex-
plicit priority order for financial claims on the limited resources
of the faculty. Although there are many conflicting preferences
within this ‘faculty, the Committee ranks at the top of its
priorities the improvement in the starting rate for new Ph.D/s
and selected increases in the salary of younger tenure menbers
during the period of ten to twenty years after the doctorate.

II. Tbhe Recruitinent Process

. We conclude tiat the ad hoc committee system has on
the whole served the faculcy well in bringing independent judg-
ment to bear on the process of recommendation for appoint-
ments without limit of time. Ad boc committees have se:ved
a variety of functions beyond that of reviewing single recom-
mendations. They have recommended one among a series of
appointments proposed by a department; they have developed
a list of possible appointments and ranked them; they have re-
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viewed the desirability of a Yepartment entering a new specialty;
and they have pointed out gaps and deficiencies in departments.
The use of ad hoe committees should be continued,

2. The Committee recommends that greater use be made

of inore ﬁeneral ad hoc committees which might be convened
eriodically for a department, a group of departments, or re-
ated specialtie in order tc review policies and problems, discuss
anticipated v :ancies, canvass eligible candidates, and endorse
a list of names for possible appointment. Such general ad hoc
committees, not confined to the review of a single recommen-
dation, could also elicit independent judgment about the needs
of a whole area of knowledge, suggest expansion into arcas in
which talent is available, and recommend withdrawal from other
areas. This procedure should reduce the total number of com-
mittees and provide advice which would ordinarily permit
greater speed in extending a formal invitation,

3. The Committee is umpressed not only with the need for
independent judgment in tﬁe recruitment of faculty but also
with the need for increased vigor and expedition in the operation
of recruitment procedures. In particular, greater enterprise and
initiative are required from departments and their chairmen. The
day is past, if it ever existed, in which an invitation to Harvard
was all that was required to bring a faculty member from
another leading university. The growing number of scholars,
specialties, universities, and researc% centers creates the need for
widespread and systematic search for candidates for appoint-
ment.

4. The Committee finds that the Society of Fellows has been
a most productive source of recruitment to the Harvard faculty.
Among the present tenure members of the faculty 44 have been
members of the Society of Fellows. (There are approximately
200 living alumni of the Society.) The Committec believes that
a program to strengthen the resources and the appointment
procedures of the Society of Fellows is of viral importance to
the recruitment of the I—{qrvard tenure faculty.

5. The Committee finds that in the decade from 1957 to
1967 tenure appointments were almost equally divided between
those invited from other institutions and those promoted from
non-tenure ranks at Harvard. Appointments directly to the
rank of professor were made predominantly from outside Har-
vard, while those appointed to the rank of associate professor
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ordinarily werc promoted from non-tenure posts at Harvard,
The Committee finds, however, that as a consequence of the
great increase in the number of assistant professors and others
in non-tenure ranks, their tatistical chance of promotion has
very substantially declined over the past three decades. The
Committee of Eight rcport envisaged that so per cent of the
faculty instructors (assistant professors) would be promoted to
tenure ranks (p. z0). The current figure would be more like
one in five or six on the average, although there is very great
variation among departments. Lhis drastic change in individ-
ual prospects of promotion has had its negative effects on the
recruitment and retention of junior faculty and lends special
urgency to efforts to make service in non-tenure ranks more
attractive. The recommendations of the Committee to raise
salary scales, to make appropriate adjustments in titles of ap-
pointments, and to provide more favorable leave and research
arrangements represent steps in this direction.

6. We believe there are strong intellectual and scholarly
reasons for having in the non-tenure ranks of a department
young scholars w%m have taken their graduate training else-
where. The recommendations of this Commitree on titles and
compensation should improve he opportunities in many depart-
ments for outside recruitment of assistant and associate pro-
fessors.

2. The Committee is concerned by evidence of dissatisfac-
tion among instructors and assistant professors in some depart-
ments. Some of these attitudes may be related to compensation
and career prospects at Harvard, Some may arise from burden-
some teaching assignments and inadequate’ research opportuni-
ties. A great deal appears to be related to status and relations
with professors.

While this is not a new problem, the Committee recommends
that each department review its practices as they affect this
relationship. Teaching responsibilities, committee assignments,
rescarch opportunities, space allocations, closer relations with
senior colleagues, and measures to assist placement no doubr all
affect the atmosphere of a department and its attractiveness to
young scholars.

The Committee also recommends that the Dean of the Faculty
request particular departments to report to him the results of
these reviews. The Houscs and the research centers no doubt
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can also make a further contribution toward the development of

a sense of the intellectual community of scholars of all ranks.
A distinpuished department with a reputation for genuine
concern with the scholarly growth and professional advance-
ment of its non-tenure members is likely to serve as the most
effective magnet for recruiting an outstanding junior faculty.

IIl. Research Appointments

1. The Committec finds that the expansion of research ap-
ointments from 181 in 195152 to §41 in 1966-67 has been
eneficial to both teaching and research. No major changes in

policies are in order, although the number of such appointments
should be kept under scrutiny as a matter of policy, both in
departments and in the faculty as a whole.

2. The Committee recognizes that the research activities
and needs of departments and research centers are so diverse
that more rigid rules concerning the number of such ap-
pointmerits and their duties and privileges would probably be
detrimental. However, we recommend that a committee, repre-
sentative of departments and centers which have substantial
numbers of research appointments, consider a number of prob-
lems, including degree of uniformitv of salary, teaching oppor-
tunities for those formally on full-time research appointments,
the methods of selection of research appointees in departme its
and centers, and the costs of space :mdP other overhead charges.

IV. Housing and Schooling

1. The Committee believes that the recruitment and reten-
tion of the faculty, at tenure and non-tenure ranks, arc increas-
inﬁly influenced by the quality of life, including housing and
schooling in the Cambridge and greater Boston area. The
University is situated in the midst of an urban setting which will
influence Harvard's future. It is timely for the University
administration and the faculty alike to develop more substantial
and constructive relationships with the City of Cambridge and
the surrounding communities. The future of Harvard and the
community are necessarily intertwined and a joint approach
to common problems such as hospitals and medical care, public
education and housing is even more essential than in .carlier
years.
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Although the Committce makes some near-term recommenda-
tions involving Harvard and the Cambridge community, it urges
the desirability of an immediate and intensive study of the larger

o.ssibilities of coiperation with M.LT. and the City of Cam-
ridge.

z.g The Committee recommends that Harvard explore with
MLT. and a})propriate officials of the City of Cambridge the
possibilities of a large-scale housing development open to other
residents of Cambridge as vell as to faculty members,

The Committee recommends that Harvard develop its
Shady Hill property for faculty housing. A combination of
apartments and town houses on this site would, in our view, be
the best form of development.

The program of acquiring homes for resale to faculty
members should be continued and extended to lower-priced
units ordinarily in need of repair and upgrading. The second
mortgage loan program should be applied to the requisite repair
and remodeling.

The Committee judges that the second mortgage loan
program, available to all Harvard appointees regardless of place
of residence, has been extraordinarily successful and recom-
mends its continuance. ’

6. To encourage residence near the University, Corporation
Appointees acquiring homes in Cambridge might be offered a
somewhat larger second mortgage loan than is available to Ap-
pointees residing outside of Cambridge.

The Committee finds ti.at the quality of the public schools
in Cambridge has improved over the past thirty years, and the
better elementary schools in Cambridge match those of the
suburbs.

8. For reasons specified in Chapter VI, the Committee be-
lieves that it would not be feasible for the University to establish
a school for faculty children.

The most serious problems respecting the education of
faculty children, below tEe college level, appear to arise in the
secondary school years. The Committee recommends that the
interest-free loan program for undergraduate and graduate study
of faculty children, regardless of their parents’ domicile, be
extended to educational expenses of the secondary school years
with a corresponding increase in the maximum loan permitted.
This arrangement would also facilitate a greater degree of
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freedom to faculey families in planning financing for the edu-
cation of children.

10. The Commictec recommends thav the University, if in-
vited, provide on released time a certain number of teachers
and advisers in arcas in which it may be difficult for Cambridge
schools to recruit.

V. Educational Policy and Financial Constraints

1. The Committee finds a clear need for improved proce-
dures both within departments and among departments to
codrdinate educational and financial decisions. Mew arrange-
merts are essential if greater educational effectiveness is to be
achieved, within and across specialties, in a period which appears
likely to involve even greater financial stringency in the face of
growing educational and research possibilitics. Financial deci-

sions need to be made with nwore explicit regard for their edu- -

cational consequences, and educational decisions need to be
weighed with more specific information on the costs and benefits
of alte-natives.

2.V  recommend that the Dean of the Faculty, with the
assistance of appropri-t staff and in codperation with each
department, gather on a continuing basis data on each depart-
ment and its costs. Such information should include the number
of undergraduate students, concentrators, size of classes, number
of graduate students accepted each year, fellowship support,
dissertation support. graduate students in residence, degrees,
special students, post-doctoral research apﬁointments, teaching
staff at various ranks, teaching loads and other duties, Graustein
chart appointments, number of course:, secretarial su‘Fport,
space, computer use, research grants, contracts and funds, re-
search overhead, and a review of expenditures, both restricted
and unrestricted. These data should portray historical develop-
ments and permit comparisons and contrasts among departments,

3. Periodically a report should be prepared on each depart-
ment by the Dean, with the assistance of staff and the codpera-
tion of the department, on the activitics and performance of the
department and associated costs. Such a report should provide
the basis for a full-scale exchange of ideas between tnhe tenure
members of a department and the Dean of the Faculty on de-
partmental cdi: ~ational policies and financial resources. The
departinent should be prepared to discuss its needs and plans
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for the future, and it should be asked to consider alternative
ways of achieving its instructional and research objectives, for
instance, by changing the size and composition of staff, using
new teaching methods. changing the number and regularity of
course offerings, tutorial programs, the number of graduate
students and research fellows, adjusting rclative work loads,
and the like. It should reassess its objectives, degree require-
ments, and consider various alternatives in its activities and in its
pattern of expenditures. Such decisions constitute the neglected
interface between educational policy and financial resources.
The periodic departmental reports and reviews with the Dean
of the Faculty might well be arranged to provide a basis for the
general ad hoc committee proposed earlier in II, 2.

4. There is also need for systematic review of those decisions
with impacts across departmental lines, if not on the whole
faculty. Decisions on the creation of a new department, or the
separation or combination of departments, involve both edu-
cational and financial considerations and they need to be more
explicitly linked. The introduction of 2 new specialty in a
departraent or the establishment of new facilities raises analogous
issues. An internal ad hoc committee, with the assistance of the
staff in the office of the Dean, may appropriately be created in
such situations to weigh the consequences of various alternative
courses of action.

5. In large departments, or in others facing complex ques-
tions, it is a}:propriate for the chairman of the department, with
approval of the Dean, to be relieved of part of a full-time
teaching load to permit greater attention to the managemeit
and administration of departmental affairs. Recruitment of fac-
ulty requires more time and deserves more attention than is
usually devoted to it. Serious atrention to the leadership and
administration of departmental affairs may contribute signifi-
cantly to thé¢ development and maintenance of departmental
distinction.

6. The Dean of the Faculty will require additional assistance
to carry out the recommendations of this report. For many

ears the responsibilitﬁ and span of authority of the Dean have
Keen very large and have been growing. This Committee has
compiled a list of one-hundred and seventeen offices, depart-
ments, activities, and staff under the cognizance of the Dean.
The Committee of Eight report provided for two assistant
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deans (p. 125). Although the Committee believes that addi-
tional assistance and staff are required, it considers that the form
and nature of such assistance are best left to the Dean.

7. The Graustein forinula, which was designed to distribute
appointments without limit of time among departments so as to
maintain relative stability, has on the whole served the faculty
well. It has helped to secure a wide age distribution within
departments; it has curbed the tendency of retiring members to
seek to appoint a successor without regard to a tull review of
the needs of the department and all the possible candidates; it
has encouraged longer-range thinking concerning appointments
to a department. On the whole, appointment charts have been
flexibly and sensibly administered as is evidenced by procedures
which permir departments on occasion to anticipate appoint-
ments and by the development of appointments in some larger
departments to compensate for leaves apart from sabbaticals,
The Committee recommends that the appointment charts be
continued as they have in fact been administered. The Com-
mittee believes, however, that it is important to be able to appoint
a distinguished scholar without strict regard to Graustein chart
restraints.

8. The Committee regards the growth and distribution of
new appointments without limit of time as central to the future
strength of the faculty. There were a total of 185 tenure faculty
in 1939—40, 240 in 1951-52, and 360 in 1966-67. (As a con-
sequence of joint appointments with other faculties the number
of members 1s larger than the number of permanencies allocated
to the teaching departments in the Faculty of Arts and Sciences.)
These numbers reflect a significant rate of expansion. The
direction of growth is influenced, of course, by the Harvard
administration through the priorities emphasized in capital-fund
campaigns. As a rough approximation, however, it appears that
donors have rather specifically determined the department of
growth in half the new professorships; the Dean has had some
discretion among departments and specialties after the donor
has specified ar area of interest in a quarter of the cases, and
he has had a rather wide range of choice among departments
in the other quarter of new positions, including those created
by internal financing. The extent of this discretion is rather
wider than the Comunittee had expected.
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As time goes on the Dean will have greater discretion than at
present in the allocation of funds supporting existing professor-
ships. In November 1967 there were a total of 363 individuals
hof:iing tenure appointments in this faculty, some fully and
others only partiaﬂ; on the budget of this faculty, with a total
of 300 tenure slots divided among the departments; 235 of these
positions were on the Graustein appointment charts, and 65
were “off chart” but in areas for which charts exist. The re-
maining tenure appointees either split their duties between the
Faculty of Arts and Sciences and other faculties or related
institutions, or teach in areas where charts do not exist. As in-
cumbents leave the “off chart” slots, the appointments can in
most cases, at least formally, be reallocated.

The Committee regards as essential to educational leadership
the opportunity to shape in a measure the direction of new
appointments and to choose among alternative uses of new
funds. The Committee recommengs that the budget of the
faculty be arranged to permit even greater opportunity for the
Dean, using the various consultative processes recommended
above, to provide leadership in the allocation of new professor-
ships.

g}:. The addition of a professorship typically involves addi-
tional costs to the faculty budget beyond the salary of the pro-
fessor arising from related expenditures for secretarial services,
space, supportive teaching assistance, library acquisitions, equip-
ment, and the like. The Commiittee believes that these costs
need to be given more careful attention and weight in the
ducisions affecting the addition of tenure positions and the
growth of the faculty. These supplemental costs require more
emphasis in campafigns for new chairs; in the assignment of new
professorships to departments, the provision for these related
costs should be specified. Indeed, the more intensive support of
some present professorships, through better facilities, associated
younger scholars, and research support should receive higher
priority than the addition of another chair without such essen-
tial support.

1o. EI“ne Commirttee recommends that the faculty concen-
tratz upon a limited number of areas in which it can provide
top-quality leadership rather than seek to achieve a full spectrum
of appointments in every department and academic specialty.
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Given financial constraints, the faculty cannot hope to cover
all fields and specialtics without risking a dilution of quality.
On a departmental level we endorse coGperative arrangements
with other institutions in the area to reduce duplication and to
provide a more effective community of scholars.
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Table I
Response to Faculty Questionnaire

On December 1, 1967, copies of the ?uestiunnaire entitled “The Har-
vard Enivronment for Study and Living” were mailed to individuals hold-
ing Corporation Appointments in the Faculty of Ares and Sciences. The
questionnaire was composed of seven sections: Background Data; Per-
sonal & Family Statistics; Living Accommodations; Schools: Public &
Private; Living in Cambridge; Time Usage; Offers Elsewhere; Outside
Work; Financial Stress Points; Research Funds; and Attitudes — with
many opportunities for respondents to include general comments as well
as to check amnng the meny alternative responses provided, Some of the
questions were selected to permit comparison with the Greene report
of September 1950, and some with the study which Professor Talcott
Parsons is currently conducting.

A follow-up letter to those who had not yet returned their copies was
mailed on December 213 1095 or 52.4% completed the questionnaire with
75.8¢% of the senior faculty replying. From the non-tenured faculty,
234 questionnaires were received, a 64.8% return. The largest number
(387) of replies came from teaching fellows.

The reprics were coded and punched on IBM cards. The analysis,
consisting primarily of tabular response, became voluminous. At last
count it consisted of approximately 8ooo pages of computer output. As
Professor Holton has remarked, “The computer is the modern sorcerer’s
apprentice.” While the major findings of the analysis have provided a
basis for discussions and recommiendations of the Committee, this report
itself contains onlv a few of the findings themselves.

In addition to the tabular analysis, the remarks written on the ques-
tionnaire were transcribed and made available to the Committee. The
transcription made it possible for the Committee to use the remarks and
at the same time preserve the anonymity of the writers which might
have been disclosed simpiy through the many identifying items of in-
formation,

A summary of the response vo the questionnaire by teaching and re-
search faculty is provided below.

Response to the Questionnaire

Research
Professors & _ Assistant . Assoclates
Associate Professors &  Teaching & Research
Professors Instructors Fellows Lecturers Fellows
Number who replied 243 135 387 9 105
Number who recerved
questionnaires 322 219 1043 142 206
Per cent replying 75.8 51.6 37.1 69.7 355
108
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Table V

Number of Theses Currently Being Directed By Professors
and Associate Professors, 1967-68

Professors & Associate Professors

No. of Theses Number Pur cent
o 43 17:7
1 17: 7.0
2 28 11.§
3 29 119
4 21 8.7
5 25 10.3
6-10 52 214
11-1§ 16 6.6
164 12 49
(No Response) (79)
Total 243 100.0

Source: Faculty questionnaire.

Table VI

Universitics Which Employed Harvard Professors and Associate
Professors Immediately Prior to Their First Tenure Appoint-
ment at Harvard (Appointments Made between July 1, 1957

and July 1, 1967)

University Employing Pro-
fessors and Associate Professors

Immediately Prior to First Number of Percentage
Harvard Tenure Appointment Appointees * of Total
Harvard 79 497%
University of California 1 69
Univeristy of Michigan 6 38
University of Chicago 5 3.1
Stanford 5 3.1
Yal. 5 3.1
Columbia 4 2.5
M.IT, 4 2.5
Princeton 4 2.5
All Other 36 22.8
Totals 159 100.0%

* This tabulation concerns aggointees in the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, including the
Division of Engineering and Applied Physics.




Table VII

Ph.D. Origins of Professors and Associate Professors First Appointed
to Tenure at Harvard between July 1, 1957, and July 1, 1967

University at Which Number of Percentage
'h.D. was Awarded Appointees * of Total
Harvard 67 447%
Princeton 10 6.
University of Chicago 7 47
Yale vi 47
University of California 6 40
M.LT. 6 40
California Institute of Technology 4 27
Johns Hopkins 4 29
All Other 39 25.8
Totals 150°°* 100.0%

* This tabulation concerns a;:rointm in the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, including the
Division of Engineering and Applied Physics.

*» In addition, nine tenure faculty members were appointed during this period who do not
hold the Fh.D. or ity degree equivalent.

Table VIII

Ph.D. Origins of Instructors and Assistant Professors in the Faculty
of Arts and Sciences (Including Division of Engineering and
Applicd Physics), 1967-68

—

Total Number

University at Number of of Instructors
Which Ph.D, Number of Assistant  and Assistant Percentage
was Awarded Instructors Professors Professors of Tota
Harvard 50 75 12§ §7:1%
Princeton 1 8 9 41
M.LT. 3 7 9 4.1
Columbia 3 6 9 4.1
University of California 5 4 9 41
Yale ' o 6 6 29
Cambridge 4 4 1.8
University of Michigan 4 4 1.8
Stanford . 4 4 1.8
All Others 15 25 _40 18.4
Totals 76 143 219 100.0%
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Table IX
Comparison of Number of Harvard Assistant Professors and Term
Lecturers in 1966-67 with Annual Average (1957 to 1967) of
Faculty of Arts and Sciences Tenure Appointments Made
From These Ranks

e ———————————
— —

II
|

Natural Social
Sciences  Sciences Humanities Total

I. Number of Assistant Professors

in 196667 5t 50 33 134
II. Number of Term Lecturers in 1966-67 10 18 n 36
IIL. Totals Above 61 65 4 170
IV. Annual Average (1957-1967) Number o - o

of Tenure Appointments from Above

Ranks 3.1 2.3 2. 29

Annual Average Expressed as a Per-
centage of Above Totals (in Item III) s5.:% 35%  §9% @ 46%

These tabulations, if used to appraise the current cha es that & Harvard assistant professor
or term lecturer will be selected for a Harvard tenure 2jpointment, appear to understate those
chances in at least two significant respects., First, the number of appointees in these non-tenure
ranks has more than doubled durh:? the past ten years; if one had compared the ten-vear annual
average, tenhure appointment experience with a ten-year, avera?e number of assistant professors
and term lecturers present, the apparent chances of tenure appointment would appear to improve
by more than a third. Second, it could he argued that these non-tenure a%polnteu. during their
first year or two in either of the two ranks designated, are unlikely to be realistic candidates
frr serious consideration for tenure at that time, Since roughly two thirds of the assistant pro-
fessors and term lecturers in 1966-67 were in their first or second year in those ranks, it could
he argued that the chances of tenure appointment within a more realistically defined non-tenure
lc;;%date group are, on this account, roughly three times better than the above table seems to
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Tale XV

Comparison of Harvard with Qutside Offers, by Factor Considered
In Deciding Whether to Accept the Offers or Not, 1967-68

e — e
— ——

Professors and Associate Professors

Two Instity. Other Did Not
Harvard tions About  Institution Enter Into
Factor Superior Equal Superior Consideration

Income from all sources 9.0 19.5 549 16.6
Academic freedom 48R 346 0.0 16.6
Provision for Retirement 34.6 33.1 6.3 26.0
Housing (availability, quality) 129 21.8 41.1 24.2
Type of community or part of

country in which to live 56.8 17.4 17.4 8.4
Teaching load 24.6 39.7 238 1.9
Prestige of institution 69.9 19.§ 3.0 7.6
General intellectual stimu-

lation 80.3 16.1 1.5 2.1
Caliber of departmental staff 64.6 26.2 5.4 38
Caliber of students 759 19.5 8 3.8
Opportunities to train

graduate students §8.3 25.8 6.8 9.1
Opportunities for research 35.1 33. 25.2 6.1
Nature of work involved in

position itself 27.1 50.4 8.5 14.0
Professional or civic opportunities 16.3 29.3 5.7 48.9
Career advancement 16.§ 289 116 43.0
Leave and sabbatical

privileges 13.3 32.8 25.0 289

Sounce: Faculty questionnaire.
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